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1 vis 70 TEAEI'OZ, , 


” 1 


1 1 ' 


: „ enn Inf to Clad ds 41 Sk Þ 4 
K's ig: v3 2g n i 20 noted T AM 
ee ie 19 line tn 


4% + = FF" Joop Beef 
brig m C 


* 


- 5 . 0 j 133 7 F . 77 4 E 4 
; * I SE 3 #% 7 - # * ' 
* S 7 3 „ A 102 # #4 4 : x; : 7 i 10 1 


® 
a 


So 


) Lot 


% 
1 
8 


-4.3-43-3 


K-33 


* 
— 


* 


4 * 
> * 8 a 0 5 „ . a / z 
6 15 4 f 
* wu # $ 35 Lg E*3 * 0 5 * 


BOOKS Printed for «11 | 
 TENHAM at the Crown. 


nn ds. 


804; Friend. 2d 


| dangerous Conſequences drawn from the wrong 
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Vindication of the late Archbiſhop 
and of his Brethren the reſt- 
prived Biſhops, from the RefleQions of Mr. Mar 


"oy in his e 7 r- in Church 


and State: Particularl 2 regard to their Re- 
Tring 1 an A Abporrenes 5 Prince 


22 Heir Ender 


A Letter to the — cv occafion'd by the 


Application of the Word particula 


Performance againſt Dr. Snape; and bis 
Notion of the Church's Authority: Plainly pro- 
ving from Both, that Mr. Pillammiere is ſtill a Paps 
By a Convert frown 
Church of Roms to the Church of England. Pr. 6 "'Y 

A Letter to the Revd. Dr. Bradford, occafion'd 


by his Sermon MT” before the King, Jau. . 
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is gr iptuxes, in- 
er preted by ae; Teſtimony and 
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Practice of the Ancient Chutch, s 
— the beſt Expoſition of the laſtitu - 

tions of Chriſtianity, and che ſureſt Evidence af 
Apoſtolical Doctrine: To this me one all our 

Certainty of the Divine Right of Epiſcopacy, ithe 
Conveyance of Scripture, and the Pr of Reve» : 
lation: To this me owe our Diſcovery: of the No+ 
velty and Corruption of many of the Romeſþ Pra- 
Rices ; and to this we are indebted for the, Refor- 
mation itſelf. Ahd are not theſe inſtances ſuffeient 
to convĩnce us of the Neceſhry of Frimitira Trae 
tion to the genuine Interpretation, of Holy Seri, 
pture? C —— think a Member of an Epiſcopal. 
Communion noed not be taught the Uſe of the Far 
 thers, nor à Heſormer the Advantage of: early 
Teſtimony; and yet we find two late Authors, 
who! acknowledge: both the one and the other, 


preſſing” hard upon the ancient Writers, and 
* B charging 


|  Teatdifion: The odbhasrept 
| turies of Chriſtianity as Times of Weakneſs and 
Preſumption, accuſing them of ſwallowing coun- 


terfeit Traditions, and propagating them without 
ſufficient Evidence of their Original; the other 


has criticized away their Meaning, and render d 
them uſeleſs by à Sceptical Conſtruction; and 
which is worſe, he has levelled the Teſtimony of 
an Ancient Synod with that of the Church of Eng- 
land, the Authority of the Fourth Century with 
that of the Sixteenth, The former of theſe has 
been proved by the Author of the Deſence to be a 


very inſufficient Attack upon the Teſtimonies pro- 
duced in the Reaſons, and a ſuperficial and dange- 


rous Vindication of the Modern Practice. And 


am afraid 5 we ſhall not find the Reaſoning of the 


| Writer of No Neceſſity to be fuller of © ayidion 
w * better 2 ted; tho? the Tele 

ge ſpeaks great Things, and * infor me 
— he has — a FULL ANSWER- to the 
Reaſons and the Defence of them. However, I 
ſhall take the Liberty to queſtion his Evidence, 


Fares 


Grounds of his Aſſertion, and . __ IO Pers 
formance anſwers up to the Title. cl of 
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Firſt, then, he ie widget the Matters: in 
Diſpute to be the Defideranda of the Church of 
England, and expreſſes his Concern for the Wart of 
them in his Wiſhes for their Reſtoration/z that is, 
he confeſſes the Defect, but denies it to be Funda- 


mental: He thinks theRevirabof 1 dane 


** * . 


eſented the early Cen- | 


and 2 os my Aſſent, till I have examined the 
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? 1s it bec f@they FAY the Pratice In 
the Ancient chere: This will prove them of 
Divine Original, derive them from Chrit and his" 
Apoſtles, and'demonſtrate their Eſſentisfit/: For 
it is certain aud allowed, that the Primitive Chris 
ſtians made no Alteration in the Alarter or the 
Frm of the Euchariſtical Sacrifice; ind it is is cer 
tain, that this Author can never prove either the 
' Water,” or the Invocation, or the Oblation, to be ' 
meer Geremonies. The Ingredients of the Cup 
are the Matter of it; and he may as well ar 2 
Wine to de 2 Ceremony as the Water: For he 
ſeems to ow, that both were 'praftis'd by Chriſt. 
And how che ſolemn Iavocation of the Spirit of 
God upon tlie Elements to ſanctify them, can be 

interpreted any other than a Part of the Conſecra - 

don, or the Oblatory Prayer any Thing leſs than 
the Oblation of the Sicrifire itſelf, is more than 1 
ann detefmine. As for Prayers for the Dead, the 
Neceſſity follows the Lawfulneſs of them: For it 
cannot be Lawful to pray for them, unleſs they 
be the proper Subject of our Prayer, nor can we 
juſtify Pitch holding our Prayers from the proper 
Fei by hay Prayer is an Act of Charity and 
Communion, and cannot be withdrawn but upon 
the Ruins of them hoth: So that our Author will 
find it a very difficult Matter to prove the N — 5 
of them a Defect, withoat proving that Def 
be Eſſential: ''' But 1 proceed to his Reaſons. 
apainſt the ee Fins 2 gb and here 


he tells us, 
ball. Bay our Saviour made uſe of 


That it z5'p 

th ſame Mixture at his own Supper, that the Jews 
did at the Celebration of the * Paſſover. And ismor 

this ſufficient to convince us of the Neceſſity of the 
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Auſwer, tho) it takes no Notice of the Reaſons: | 
urged againſt it in that Author; 1 ſhall give ita 
particular Examination, nd 1/, deny that tbe 
Irm; were obliged by a poſitive La, to put away: - | 
the Leaven by the Time of the Euchaxiſtical in- 
ſtitution: That was ſolemnized on the Evening. 
of the Thirteenth Day, whereas the Leaven was 
not to be remoyed till the Evening of the Four- 
teenth. Nor, 24ly, is it ſo certain that our Sa- 
viour.inſtituted unleaven'd Bread, as that he inſti 
tuted the mixed Cup; for the Eaftern and Weſtern 
Churches are unanimous in their Tradition for;the - 
latter, when the former ſtänds only upon the Au- 
thority of the Occidental Patriarchate, and is ſtrong- 
ly oppoſed by the Greeks, But if we ſhould ſuppoſe, 
th t Chriſt did make uſe of unleaven'd Bread at the 
tion of the Eucharift, yet will the: Parallel 
be Defective, becauſe. Leaven'd Bread is only a 
different ſor: of Bread, but mixed Wine is not a 
different fort of Wine. The Subſtance of the In- 
ſtitution cannot be altered but by the Author of 
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ceſſary, than as they are enjoind by a Taffciens 
Authoricy We may. as well contend for the Wine 
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differently. qualif l py 52 ala the, Vier L- 
ven'd N in che Buchariſt ap 7 gi 
the Practice of the Apoſtles, from the Apps or 
Love Feaſts, wha attended the Zuc tical Ce- 
1 Ln pig hv wbe but 
at the Bread brought to t | 
ole en to: „„ x A ee 
7651 it is plain that t is was common 
— becauſe it Was to be 4 Meal 10 fatisty 5 | 
Hungry and if common, then not naleaven d. 
Add to this, that Cardinal Bona, (who can neyer 
be ſaſpe&ed. of Fartiality to the Greek Church, be- 


| ing himſelf a Ramaniſt) acknowledges * the Ule of 


unleavend Bread to be a Novel Practige, to which 
even the Weſtern Church was a Stranger, when the 
3% 3 and which is more, 
he quotes Epiphanius + as condemning the Ehionſias 


alſo for uſing una. Bread in the Celebration 
of the Myſteries. And here we may obſerve that 


the Auſwerer has bimſelf knowledge, that the 


Armenians rejected the Common * of ile Church, 


when they introduced {| An I Bread: in 


—_ the A aa how The Mixture, comes 
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recommended by the Practice of Chriſt at the lu 


ſſitution, obſerved _ the Jeaſt Interruptian 
_ thro? the facceeding A of Chriſtianity: Bat that 


the Uſe of Unten ven d ead is of the fr Original, 
can be ſupported by nothing but Conjecture: a 
the contrary may as eaſily be proved. There is not 


ole Inſtance of Primitive Practice, not one Exam 70 ö 
7 — Ancients to be produced in Defence 5 
rer a diſtinct᷑ Subſtanee from the Wine, | 
an an they Ved t'of the Cup, and therefore Part of 
the 4 ited Matter; Par the Leaven can be 
proved nothing more than a Qualit ity, a Circum-' 
ſtance, an Accident. No Inſtance of Eaſtern Pra- 
tice, no Cuſtom of the warmer Climates, can an- 
nihilate Matter, or prove Sabſtance a meer Modi- 
fication: The Water muſt be ſtruck off from the 
Inſtitution, or be acknowledged a Conſtituent Y 
Part of the Cap: But fermented Bread does not 
neceſſarily ſuppoſe an Addition of ſome other Sub- 
Rance, as appears from the Practice of leavening 
by a piece of Dough kept till it is grown ſower; 
Farina quis ſubigitur, priuſquam addatur ſal,” ad pultis 
modum decoFta, & relifla donec areſtat, is "Pliny Sac- 
count of Fermentation; and whether it bemade 
by an additionary Matter or not, it is not ſup- 
poſed to alter the Species, any more than the lu- 
cotporation of the Air is ſuppoſed to alter the | 
Wine. Leaven'd Bread isa"Species of Bread, but 
Wine is not a Species of Wine and Water: As 


then we are not obliged to the ſame kind of Bread 


_ that was offer d by Chriſt, ſo neither are we ob- 
liged to the ſame Rind of Wine and Water ee 3 

the Subſtance of them that is the Object dof on | 

Duty, the Matter of the Sacrifice, and the Eſſence 


of the [aſtitution. N 
. ' A ; 8 AG) 8 


2 14 
Ga ww at 


ho "VP" 
wn” 


| * Plin, Nat. Hiſt. 15. 18.0 cap. I 1. 


— ee F | 5 8 1 my At 
Tpi. No Realon, p. 4. «1d No' Neceſſity, p. 10. 


— * uo A Ae rr fad 
* a OS rae: 4 x ob A 1 
. r 9 ; — 
2 A 2 
* Sn 
- 7 - * . . 
7 * 


n 
» # 


The Mixture is often ſpecify'd by Fathers and 
Councils, tho” the uſual * Fradtice. But we have 


not one word of unleaven'd Bread; thoꝰ a Deviation 
from the common Uſage, and a Change of 
ſtomary Food. There are no Marks of Diminu- 
tion, no Diſregard to the Mixture, na Hint of its 
Indifferency in the ancient Writers; hut the Uſe of 
unleayen'd Bread is condemn'd by an early Author, 


who lived in the Fourth Century, and whoſe Evi- 
dence is an unqueſtionable Proof of\the-contrary 
Practice in his own Time: All Mhich, together 


with the Teſtimony of a Learned, Member of the 


Weſtern Church before quoted, who has ſet a Marx 


of Innovation upon the Roman Uſage in this Point, 
manifeſt, a neceſſary and eſſential Difference be- 


tween the Mixture and Unleavened Bread. I ſhall 
| 3 the Queſtion, when I have ohſerved the 


Inconſiſtency of our Author's Objection with his 
own, Conceſſions, and given the Reader his own 
Anſwer to bimſelf. 1 have before taken No 


tice of his Sentiments of the Mixture, &c. that 


he not only thinks it a Lawfal Fractice, but 
wiſhes for the Revival of it: Now, if it be 
Lawful to add Water to the Wine, tho' the 


Inſtitution ; then it cannot be Unlamful to add 


Leaven to the unfermented Bread, tho' that alſo 


the ſame Reaſon muſt warrant the ſame Practice. 
And indeed to have made a Parallel of it, he ſnou d 
have ſhewn that Leavened Bread falls as far ſhort 


of the Subſtance. of Ualeavened Bread: as pure 
Wine does of the Mixture; that is, that the Whole 
is leſs than a Part: For it is abſurd to argue from 
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not do what He did not. All this I have ſaid upon 


pres firſt Centuties, and the Contrary to which 
was evidently the Practice of the Fourth. But the 


the 


we muſt do what Chriſt did, therefore we muſt 


Suppoſition that Leavened Bread is as properi 
mixed Bread, as Wine and Water are the mix 
pn which yet | do not think myſelf under any 
gation of allowing. 
But, Secondly, The Silence of Chr 


Turies, is 
iaſt Prayer 


the Unſerviceableneſs of Praying for the L 
from the Silence of Chriſt and His Apoſtles, and 
of the Two firſt Centuries, (which yet is not to he 


allowed) much more may we determine upon the 


Diſpute of Unleavened Bread, which is neither 
mentioned in Scripture, nor the Fathers of the 


Anſwerer has ſomething more to urge: He asks, 
If it be ſo neceſſary to follow our Syviour's Example, 


why do we conſerrats the Sacrament in the Morning, 
Since we have an'undoubted Evidence, that after Supper 

le took the + Cup I anſwer, that the Neceſſity of 

following our Saviour's Example WELD of rhe 
5 | 9% 1. 351 109 CTT61 £6 376111 ei9k-ci 


ES Sf 4-44 +4 nd 


_— „ l 


e en Zee eee ee 
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Neceſlity of a Poſitive Act to the Neceſlity ofs 
Negative, that becaufe the Water muſt be infuſed, | 
therefore the Bread muſt not be leavened, becauſe 


| iſt and His A- 
poſtles, and of the Church of the Two firſt Cen- 
| t a ſufficient Argument - 
ga s for the * Dead ; And why ſhou'd 
it be judged leſs-concluſive againſt the Uſe of 
Unleavened' Bread? Can contrary Inferences | 
be drawn from the ſame Premiſes? Or can the 
Silence of Antiquity carry Conviction, in the 
Caſe of Prayers for the Dead, and not in the Buſi- 
neſt of Unleavened Bread? If we muſt conclude 
Departed 
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Er well contend for the very B 
Sacrament was inſtituted, 


Neceſſity of the Time; 


EE Negative AR, 1 had almoſt 


the Difference between a Bod AN A 


and the Contrary ſhewa | 
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Murter appears both, from the Nature of the 


and the Divine Com wad: 2 we is 
5 the theRfence of the Ae e 
only from 15 M 4 


the Ui e 


| 77 = how can 9055 ah iy 

Fre when we Krike off an Ingredieat of the cup, 
and disjoin the Subſtance of the Inſtitution ? But 
= we do not think it neceſſary to obſerve every 

gumſtance attending the enz here 1s no 
Gelten Tron n the Reo on of the Thing, ao Pre 

Wagon n bord 
rom 2 the n nor ſu 
Fe tothe Place o Adwigiſtration- Ren may 
Loom in which the 


ſelves into a Local Communion, as infiſt upon the 
for one Circumſtance is as 
neceſſary as another. But our Author can't Aula 

tween Circu mſtance. aud Sabſtance, be- 


ſaid, between Reality agd Nothiag :, Tis hard 
that his Senſes will not relieye his k. If he 
had forgot, that arguing from Circumſtance to 
Sobſtance was incon quell, he mi 7 have ſeen 
3 5 255 
ce off 2 
7 Tatger: to 1 * Objection 
be the Practice of the 
Ancient Church from the Teſtimony of * Tertullian. 
Before I diſmiſs the Point, I muſt adyiſe the Au- 


| referr him to the 
where he will find a fu 


| ſwerer to be more reſerved in his Titles, and leave 
his Performances to ſpeak for themſelves : For 


Triumph and Security in the Fwy do wes be | 
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Here 


Precept about the Mat er, then, our Avtbor'ſ'owns | 
we were, ae, e "to e, . c, | 
1 


1 An f 


& the Cu 1 mixed, I conceive (lays he) is evident 


the Af ſwerer ſe 


gain, I am apt to believe it was a GE ERAL Cu- 
ſtom before Juſtin Martyr's Time. But has he given 


ſtom before this Father's Time, he muſt believe it 


16). 


vste the Diſproportion; Inſuficlency 400 Ab. 
rance are no advantzgeoht Compariſon: To im- 


poſe, upon his Reader, 7 50 e "oy 
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Ju ore oh 
Reaſons ur ged againſt 7 an call Ts 2 
Full aver & to the T Deſence, tho it does not ain: 


even to an Attempt of anſwering one Arg 2 5 
ae . er many 6 the Ales ene 1s 12 loch! 
titude of Pen as no re arr Bu 
I proceed. e e e for 227 

Had our Saviour i or His 5 Apoſtles given 44 


in he lies 177 r Defence, where 
the B's Obje ion is 9 8 That Author has 
6 if our Bleſſed Saviour drauk the 

ad Top, Himſelf is plain we ovghr'co drink 

it ſo too; for He commanded His Piſciples to 
4 do what He had done. But that our Lor drattk 


& from t Paſchal Cuſtom, f from the Phraſcology 
64 of the 47 a ae: age, and from the Teftimo- 
« nies of the Lin Antiquity.” And indeed, 
ms ſenſible. of 2h Force of Vniver- 
ſal Practice, an I therefore he treads cautiouſly, 
and allows with Abatement. ' / readily grant ( fays s 
T he) that the Ancient Churches 44 moſt, CO 
MON LI l. uſe of the mixed Cup : And a- 


us the leaſt Inſtance of the contrary Practice? or 
attempted the Diſproof of its Univerſality 7 If he 
believes the Mixture to have been a General Cu- 


an Apoſtolical Uſage; for Juſtin Martyr tis pretty 


|| No Necetfity, p. 4. * Vid. Defence, p. 28, + No 
NI, 5. 17 P. r ©, 5. 28. 1 5 
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certain, st ſome time Jiviog before 8. fohy's 
Deaths and ꝓet he gan?t,/ce . that this it Proof. of 
— — Neceſſuy. of it. , Bot how mils prove 
he abſoluce;Neceſſityiof, the; Wige) har fro m the 
Praflicoaf the Primitive Catholick Church? There 
is n Precept in Scripture enjoiaing the Wines - . 
Tis the Cup that is gommanded, and 55 acy 1 
knowledges-to have been mixed :; What Eyidence = 
RGA he have, for the Neceſſity of one Part of 
e 
ot „Bu re were * % 
Cuſtong ald in that ti men which gr Fe we 12 on 
— 1 r ore . 2 * 


to 777 itute anh other 5 for the 595 
Baptiſm; nor has the Mixture met with any. = 
till, the ſecond Reformation. Even the Roy 

Church has, preſeryed. the Matter of the Cup, tho 
She has ſacrilegiouſiy withdrawn it from the Lai- 
PE ; She;has not dared to aboliſh the Practice, tho? 


Z She has taught the Moderns the No Neceſſity of 
* i The Anſwerer therefore ſhou d — produced 
. bis loſtances, and fortified. his Aſſertion. He 
en ſhou'd have ſnew d, 1. That the Church had inno- 4 
5 vated upon an lnſtitution, and altered the Matter 
5 of a Sacrament. And 24%, He ſhou d have proved, 
* that She had done well in ſo doing; that She had 
it not undermined Chriſtianity, and torn up Religion 
y by the Roots: For , he talks to 0 Pure | 
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1 
poſt but- to convinevins'of the Badneſs of hisCa 
and to demonſtrate his own Inability te defend: 
We ate now come to our Authors *Examing- 
tion of the Teſtimonies produerd from Antiquitys 
1 ſhall begs . Martyr; w 
is the (mezniag the Author of the 
Reaſons J cites, ret indetd' could cite, upon this oera-· 
en. But why all this Endeavour to enervate the 
Force of Juſt s Teſtimony ? 1s he not the 
firſt Writer extant, that gives an codon? of the 
Chriſtian ' Worſhip? A has the Anſwerer at- 
to diſprove what is intimated in the De- 
| fence, and may be eafily- made good, viz That 
this Father's Narratiye wes written within leſs thint 
forty mars after the Death of S. John 7 Himſelf 1 
acknowledges the Mixture to have been a general 
Cuſtom before 8. Juſftir's time. To net end 
then does he inſinuate an Inſufficiency in his Teſti- 
mony, and fix a mark of Abatement upon his 
Authority? Either our Author has Nenſen to be- 
lieve it was a common Uſage before this Fither's 
time, or he has not: If he has, then 7uſm A 
tzy is a good Evidence of ehe Practice, for he is 
the firſt Writer that ſpeaks of it; aud the An 
cou d not learn it from an earlier Teſti- | 
ay than the firſt : If he has not, then it h na- 


nifet that he aſſcats' o! obabilities, und be- 
lieves upon Preſump where there is no 
Reaſon, there can 0 Hlity, If this be 
the Caſe, we need e leer that he thinks 
his Performance a Ful to the Defence, &c. 
ſince he is ſo «pr to believe without Reaſon or Au- 


thority : Tis hard that he ſhould claſh with him- 
ſelf within the Diſtance of ſo few Lines; that the 
ws Leaf ſhould raiſe and deſtroy ; 3 and the very 5 


Thu. Defence, 5. 


Lend 


ſame 


* 


ſome Hage 


thority;/ 1 challenge 


as well inferr e Neceſſuy the Oſculam 
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Bread, and Wine and Water, che Ez 


Aar rar TEE; 


Ho gon da. 1 doit find you fond of es th 


PR 


be us irreconcilable with tot; ui the 


whole Book is with — Dus — fo- 


ever the Anſwerer 1 — Fel 


mony for the p ———— Scripture 

Anti with this Fathet; or any 1 
in a hundred Vears of his time, 14 OR 
led ed all the Canonical Bvoks witheur any oppos 
ſition, as S. Juſtin does the Mixture. But we may 


and the Euch Wie FHonſei a8 6 
the Zr from-Fuflin Martyr : For he" nen! 
tions the one as well as the other. WH Cun't 
we yet diſtinguich a Ceremony from the Mutter e 
an Iaſtitution? Or does the Anſwerer / thin 
the Kiſs of Charity a Sacrament? Is it u Vater 
and viſible Sign of an inwardſpiritnal Grace 
If it be not, hom can he argue — 
other? Is this a Repreſentation of eur LS 
criſice? Can it claim the Conveyance of Pardon, 
and tlie Promiſe of Breyolty 7 T Theſt ere cht pe- 
culiar Privileges of thel Euchariſt,” and raiſe I 2 
bore Compariſon: And yet S. Justi ( a a oft AG. 
thor unwittingly acknowledges) plainly! calls the 


he tells us, that ebe Dedcbovicatrie ws 3 
ſick Bread and Wine and Water to thoſe that were 
abſent! Now, if the Excharif be wore: | 
than the Kilv'of Charity, and Wine and Water 

the Euchariſt ( as this Father aſſertꝭ) then Wine and 
Water muſt be more neceſſary alſo: Bo grownidleſs 
is the Auſwerer s Objectienf that ws imay a7" wel 
prove the Neceſſity ef the Oſcalant from 
Tuſtin „as os Neceſſity of the mixed G 


— — 
ee 2 No Neceſtey, pi 6. 1 Id. ibid. 
| Prattice. | 


4 


Or cut off the Communication with Heaven? If i 


. T3. -- 
Practice ¶ carrying the:Euchariſt: te pri Houſes, 
the it ms 4 Cuſtom: fur mam Aſes, and in nv, xZ e- 
tain'd by the greater Number af Chriſtiau'Chutrhes to 
this 75 Dape Andi is he not able to acroynt:for 
this? He may know that we do npt think our- 
ſelves obliged to every Act of Primitive Diſtipline; 


and he maꝶ remember that æven the Canons of che 


ancient Church are not always Uniform in this 


Point; Wher / ge % Rome (ſays S,\Ambroſe ) I faſt 


on tbe Sabbath ; when I am here at Milan, I du not: 
But he wil ſay, it was a general Etactice to carry 
the Euchariftito private Houſes: What then 7 Be- 


cauſe, Domeſtick Paptiſm is a general Practice in 
the Church of England, will Poſterity: believe hat 
ſhe thought, this Cuſtom as neceſſary as the Mater ; 
| pu e ere of equal Obligation with the 


atter of that Sacrament ii Ldoo't bring this Ine 
Nance as; if ;1,approved of the Practice of Private 
| Baptiſm, or as if I ghough 
bat in ſending the Eue hariſt to thoſe zhat were 
ent, ag the Moderns certsialy are in- Baptizing 

at Home without urgent Neceſſity 4; but I mention 
it to ſnew the Abſurdity of arguing from a Cireum- 
Jtantial, Practice to the Matter of an Inſtitution 
Does the Neglect of this Uſage affe the Vitals of 
Religion, deſtroy the Eſſence of the Sacrament, 


7 


does, not, che Parallel muſt fail; and the Ar 


contend for, not the Circumſtances of the Admi- 


niſtration: The firſt, is enjoin'd the Church, the 


latter is left to her Diſeretion; we are comman- 


dedi to do as Chriſt did, but there is no Precept for 


the Time or the Place: Whether we receive in the 


Church or in a Chamber; Whether the Conſecra- 
ted Elements be ſent to us, or the whole Service 


be performed in our Preſence; the Participation 


674 


t the Ancients at all 


de ungancluſive:: Tis the Excharsft itſei chat we 


( 


will 


which fas the⸗ 


| Water: Mak ever ca [ 


effect f Hb: . the 
iſt ; we perfortn the 

t this on 
br Hetfo ble Cauſe: 
Ora ty i Ken te Publick Worſnip, u 
Chet ations, What do we elſe zt del 
ſpile the Temple of God, and fly from the Bean- 
x of Holinefs? are tired with the Pleaſures of bn 


Houfe, Aud wear of the neareſt A Apptoaches to | 
7A s another Uſage, 


Heaven? ButJufin 1fartye mention 
rerer / Thelieve D Ser ong 
of,” an and. Ha Is the Miel d-, the Cp v 
w ich was 'offt rd to the Prieſt ; Add are Afr 
any | Obits tion to this Practice? Is the Ceremon ny 
of the Pb waſhing] bis Hands equal to an Inſti- 
tution*? 1100 may not we lay aſide the one, with- 


out abating dur Zeal for the other 7 But the Mater 
mentioned by this Fathsr was ſolemnly ce tonfecrated;. and 
given 70 the Peo ople for ſome” religious | : How'does 


this appear? S. Fr ftin' tells us indeed, that the 
Bread and Wine and Water were Euchariſtized or 


cmſecr ed: But there is not one word'of ſfancti- 


fying the Cup of Water. Qur Author Hint it was 
conſecrated for ſome other Uſe' than the S uice of the 


Altar, but Juſtin Martyr expreſly informs us, that 
the Conſecrated Bread aud Wine and Water were 
called" the * Euchariſſ. The Anſwerer tells us, 
that the Conſecrated Water was probably 271 
for the ſame purpoſe as the aqua benedits of the 
Greek: ; bat this Father aſſerts;' that the Eucha- 


Tiſtized Elements, which he before called Bread 


and Wine and Water, were the Fleſh and Blood of 
＋Cbriſt. And I believe he will hardly ſay, 5 
0 110 Blood of n e 


: 7 e 5 2 — | 
MIT: thes Tub, Var 7 ab M2 5 7 725. 
n „ that 


„„ » 


Was, i 
Author, and may teach him d 
rey four ) K We Gente. 5 


© fore Tana ſhew himſelf the firſt Inſtance, of 
Singularity, be charges 8 . But 247 


'S. Juſtin, then was, Which, as. a from 
* an was uſually broug bt t to Table alrcad 


7 t of Water, was Part of the Cup, an 
= only fond of, but think neceſſary to be re 


E. 


Water and the Adiuture, he here calls dg. g Jef, 


an Water ave f brought. 
beter ha has. taken Weber of e 4 


III. E etiam No Reds p. 4. & No Neceſſiy, 


C 16, ] 


that it js evident there either was no cap of Water 
diſtig& from the Ruchariſtical Mixture, or if there 
was not conſecrated : That is a, Peculias 


$644 
The x£34« might mean more than the 
Common · Draught Wine of "cho Country, whete 


— and did therefore, i offered to.the Prieſt 
279 55 a ſecond, 5. e, a Sacramental Mixture. 
ad. if this be the Caſe, the Melden %%, the 


the laſtituted Matter, à Practice which we 5 
ore 
= 3dly, I ſee no Reaſon why the Tliſiem Idas 
4e ſhou'd be neceſſarily inter 
wn 44 ee It is vſu; 
to put the, Whole for a Part, 22 that this 
1s in Marryy 's Senſe, is more than | probable; 
2 when | vo comes to deſcribe the s Wor- 
— 5 he repeats his Relation, and What. he had 
ore called nal ie d S nedudl@, the Cy of 


Aa 1 a. 1 1 FI — dia >” 


Wine and Mater; his Words are theſe, as we have 
ſaid before, when Prayers are ended, Bread, and Wine, 


The Au/werer is not willing to leave this Father, 
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Cum peterem mixtom;vendiditille merum. Marg. Ey. L. 
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1 
ambiguous Paſſage in the Deſence; ambiguous, be- 
cauſe ove would be apt to conclude from it, that Juſtin. 
Martyr intimates, that our Saviour commanded the 
Apoſtles to celebrate the Euchariſtical Cup mingled 
with Wine and Water; whereas (ſays & he) rhe Faber 
{oy nothing like it. But how does he prove this? 


y, he produces a long Paſſage from S.Fuſtin, 


in which the Mixture is plaialy derived from the 


Infticution, and then concludes, + that the Father 
doth not ſuggeſt that our Saviour commanded the A 
les to miꝶ the Sacramental Cup. This is a very 
ſingular Method of Reaſoning: To prove that the 
Martyr, does not ſuggeſt a Divine Command, he 
brings a Paſſage that plainly evinces the Contrary :. 

For here the Father manifeſtly declares, that 
Chriſt commanded the Apoſtles to obſerve the Eu- 
chariſtical Inſtitution; and he as plainly declares,” 
that the Euchariſt Was Bread, and Wine and 
Water. The Paſſage is this: Having related the 

ſolemn Action, and told the Emperor, that the 

Deacons diſtribute to every one that is preſent Part 
of the Conſecrated Bread, and Wine and Water, 
Cc. that they call'd this Food the Euchariſt, and 
that it was not Lawful for any to partake of it, but 
thoſe that believed their Doctrine to be true, and 


were baptized ; he proceeds in our | Author's 


Words, “ For we do not receive this (Bread, and 
« Wine and Water) 4s common Bread, nor com- 
& mon Drink ; but as our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt being 
„ :nade Fleſh by the Word of God, had Fleſh and Blood 
« for the Sake of our Salvation ; ſo in like manner we 
« have been taught, that that Food ( of Bread, Wine, 
« and Water) which has been Euchariftized or 


* Bleſſed by the Prayer of the Word that comes from 
+ No Neceſſity, p. 7, + Id. ibid. || 14. ibid. 
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it paf- 


125 
= of . This it my Body 
"0 2721 talen the Cup il ( of 
cc given Thanks, 425 

on Water) rl pr 


rd an 
4041 is! ere no! tima- 


tion, that our Saviour commanded the Apoſtles to 


mix the Cup? Or muſt we exclude che . Con 
10 argue from an e e 7 1120 


is plainly this: Juſt in Martyr 9 e of ö 
amenta 


ror, that the Chriſtians receiv? 


Cup mixed: That what, tory a at this Solemaity, 


mmand men- 
be Werd are, a+ the Mar- 
membrance of Me : And 


was in vertue of our 
8 in the Goſpels; th 
goes on, Do this in 


7 at 8 in believed the Eucbariſtick Cup mixed 


at the Iuſtitution, appears farther from 2 
Paſſage in this Apology. For Inſtance; after he 


has informed the Emperor, of our Savioor's li tity- | 


tion, he proceeds to obſerve that the Devils imi- 

taced this Myſtery in their Worſhip of + Mithra 
And how did they imitate it? He ſays, by offering 
Bread, and « Cup with Water in it, in their, Sacrifices. 


Now, if the Apologiſt did not believe. there Was. | 


Water in the iofticated Cup, to what Purpoſe is 
this Inſtance brought to prove a Reſemhlance? 
On the other e ſince he believ d the Inſtituted 
Cup mixed, is it not plain that he belie d the 
Chriſtian Practice of We with the Sangre 
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was founc ed upon our Saviour's Precedent, and 
farther enforced by the Words he has cited, Do 
this in Remembrance of Aͤ :: 
The next Authority for the Neceſſity of the 
mixed Cup, is Frenaus, whom the Anſwerer him- 
ſelf brings in, as ſaying, that Chriſt raking Bread, 
declared it to be His Body; and affirm d the Mixture 
| of the Cup was Bis * Blood, This, be f acknowledges, 
2 to ſhew the Uſe of the mixed Cup in irenzus's 
Time; but he can't fee how it proves the Abſolute; Mr 
ceſſry of it: Under Fayour, if it be neceſſary. to 
drink the Blood of Chriſt, it muſt be neceſlary to 
drink what he calls his Blood, and that we are in- 
formꝰ d by this Father was Wine mixed with 4 Wa- 
ter. But i ig evident, he only accidentally mentions 
the Temperamentum Calicis, c. And what then ? 
Cou'd not the Father ſpeak Truth in an.acciden- 
tal, as well as a form'd Diſcourſe? Or muſt. his 
Evidence | N becauſe his Subject did 
neceſſarily lead him to the Point he atteſts Our 
Saviour mentions the Fruit ef the Vine only acci- 
dentally; for it is manifeſt that his Deſign was to 
declare to his Diſciples, that he wou'd not cele, 
brate the Paſchal, or Euchariſtick, or any other 
Feſtival Solemnity, (according to Dr. Hammend;o08 
S. Luk. xxii. 18.) or at leaſt, that he wou'd; nos 
drink again till the Kingdom of God ſhoy'd come: 
That Declaration did not neceſſarily lead him to 
ſpeak of che Frait of the Vim; and yet the Expreſ- 
Lon, how accidental ſocver, is thought Clear and 
Deter minative of the Ingredient df the Cup; 22 
the Oppoſers of the Mixture are ſo well ſatisſiec 
with the Argument drawn from it, that they ven- 
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ture their Cauſe upon it. They divide from the firſt 
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2 No Neceflity 5 8. || Ibid. 5. 9. + Defence, p. 5; 
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Chriſtians; and put the Event of Eternity upon 


an accidental Expreſſion, an Expreſſion which it- 


ſelf overthrows whatever can be urged againſt the 
Mixture, unleſs the Idioms of different Languages 


be the ſame, private Interpretation be equal to 
the conſentient Teſtimony of Antiquity, and the 
Sixteenth Century be as capable of knowing the 
Mind of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, as the Ages that 
immediately ſucceeded them. But how comes the 
Author to ſee the Force of this Teſtimony 1n one 
Thing, and not in another ? He acknowledges the 
Temperamentum Calicis a probable Evidence at leaſt 
of the Practice of the Mixture in /reneus's Time, 
notwithſtanding it was accidentally mention'd ; and 


yet this is the only Reaſon, why he rejects it from 
rhe Inſtitution. We don't diſpute concerning our 


Lord's affirming the Cup to be His Blood : For this 


js not ſpoken by Accident, but in Purſuance of his 
Arguments againſt the Afarcionites : Tis the Jem- 
peramenturs, the Mixture, that we contend about. 


The Anſwerer endeavours to evade the Force of the 


LTerm, by urging it was ſpoken accidentally. Now 


either the Temperamentum Calicis ſignifies the Mix- 
ture, or it does not; if it does, then /reneus teſti- 


fies that Chriſt affirm'd the mixed Cup to be his 


Blood; if it does not, then it cannot ſeem to ſhew 


' the Uſe of the Mixture in this Father's Time. But 


after all, our Author is miſtaken in ſaying that 
Jren2ns mentions the Temperamentum Calicis only 
accidentally : For'the Father is diſcourſing 


the Marcionites, who maintain'd that there were 


two Gods, the one the Author of all Good, the 


other of Evil, and that Yeſus was not the Son of 
God the Creator of the World, whom they term- 
ed the Principle of Evil, but of that God, whom 


they acknowledged the Principle and Fountain 4 


againſt 
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all {| Good; and in Conſequence of this, they denied 
the [ncarnation of Chriſt; for if our Lord was the 
Son of another Father, he could not take upon 
him a Corporeal Exiſtence, which was the Crea- 
tore of the oppoſite God, the Author of every 
thing that was created. e. 
In Anſwer to this, the Father asks them, How 
the Lord, if he was the Son of another Father, than 
him, by whom we were created, cou'd take Bread, and 
declare it to be his Body, and affirm the Mixture of the 
Cup to be his & Blood ? That is, How con'd Chriſt, 
if he was not the Son of the Creator of the World, 
nor conſequently ſent by him, aſſume to himſelf a 
Corporeal Subſtance, and inſtitute a Repreſeata- 
tion of a Body, which he had not? The Argument 
is plainly level'd againſt that Part of the Hereſy, 
that affirm'd our Lord to be Man only in Appear- 
ance; and denied that he came in the Fleſh: To 
this Jrenæus oppoſes the Euchariſtical Inſtitution, 
as Repreſentative of his Crucifixion, and proves the 
Crucifixion to be of a'Body, becauſe Blood and Wa- 


ter (the known Ingredients of Humane Compoſi- 
tion) flow'd from his r Side. Now, if this Father 


| Blaſphemans eum qui à lege & prophetis annunciatus eſt 
Deus, malorum factorem, & bellorum concupiſcentem —— 
Jeſum autem ab eo Patre qui eft ſuper mundi fabricatorem 
Deum— in hominis forma manifeſtatam,&c. Lib. I. c. 29. 
p. 104. Ed. Grab. „„ ps. iy 
* Quomodo autem juſtè Dominus, ſi alterius Patris exi- 
fit, hujus eonditionis, quæ eſt ſecundum nos, accipiens Pa- 
nem ſuum corpus efſe confitebatur, & temperamentum 
Calicis ſuum ſanguinem confirmavit ? Idem, Lib. IV. c. 57. 


aA arid | ; 
Quomodo autem, & cum caro non eſſet, ſed cum pare- 


ret quaſi homo, crucifixus eft, & e latere 11 puncto ſanguis 


exiit & aqua ? Idem, ibid. And before, Lib. III. c. 32. Nec 
ſudaſſet globos ſanguinis, nec dixiſſet, Triſtis eſt anima mea, 
nec percuſſo latere ęxiſſet ſanguis & aqua. Hæc enim onmia 
ſigna carnis, que a terra ſumpta eſt. 55 

e e thought 


And only make uſe of Water, excluding God from their 


. 


thought Blood and Water a moſt manifeſt Proof of 
our Lord's Body, it is evident he could not think 
Wine and Water an inſignificant Repr tion 
of that Body. In a word, Tis plain that rene, 
' when he teſtifies that our Saviour, affirmed. the 
Mixture to be his Blood, alludes to the flowing of 
Blood and Water from his Side; and this, notwith- 
ſanding the mixed Cup. is only ſaid. to be his 
Blood: For that is oppoſed to Body, and muſt in- 
clude the other Ingredients of the Compoſition; 
As the Bread repreſented the Solid, ſo the Cup 
exhibited the Fluid Parts of the Body; and the 
whole [nſtitution ſhew'd the Sacrifice of whole 
Chriſt. But farther it is plain, that the Aiatun 
did not drop from this Father by chance, | becauſe 
his Deſiga was to prove, that our Lord took upon 
him a humane Body, which himſelf tells us is re- 
_ preſented by the Water: For having. obſerved 
that the Ebionites deny the Union of the Divine 
and Humane Nature in Chrift, be ſubjoins, for cin 
Reaſon they reject the Mixture of the Heavenly Wine, 


Mixture. That is, denying the Godhead of our 
Lord, they reject the Wine, and only uſe Water 
that they may only repreſent His Humanity: Now, 
if Water ( in Jrencuss Opinion) was the proper 
Symbol of our Lord's Body, can we ſuppoſe the 
Mention of it avcidental, when he is arguing a- 
gainſt thoſe who denied the Exiſtence of- that 
Body, as the Marciomres did ? or could he have ng 
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* Ebionei, unitionem Dei & Hominis per fidem non re- 
cipientes in ſuam Animam. . Keprobant itaque 
hi commixtionem vini Canleftis, & ſola aqua fiecularis volunt 
eſſe, non recipientes Deum ad commixtionem ſuam. Tren. 
Lib. V. Co bo Ed. Grab, 15 e £1491) $i} 1 4: 114 1442 B FO 
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Deſign in ur the Inſtitution ef Ute 
eden he Ne 0 the Hypoſtati Gage. . 
our Lord, which rag tells us was repr 
but But here the Anſwerer has two, thi 
ject: Fir, That this Paſſage is miſc wit aue 
And Secondly, That it does. not relate to the * 
charift : | e tranſ tes it thus; Therefore. t 
eh the 547 of. the Heavenly Wine; and. 11 
0 . worldly Water, 62 receiving Cod ascerding ta 
A Mixture: And does this alter the Caſe ? 
The "Expreſſions g as our 1 obſerrery re- 
late to à former, Paſſage, of this Father, whaye ha 
ſays, the Elienites deny the Union of ce ran 
aud Human Nature: And here he ſhews os, 
in Conſequence of this Denial, mh de 


Mixture of the Heavenly Wine: 
that Union, and received only Ay 
or e . de be worldly Vier 
ut hy YECE ving of it. t e er ma 
one Part of the Sentence contradict the other 
He owns the Heayenly Wine to be ag oh aig 
Expreſſion for the Divine, and the world 
ter for the Human Nature in Chriſt; ang car 
quently, that this Father is ſpeaking  Ebiq» 
nites, nires e the oof | and acknowledging. the d- 
71 70 9 4 hi 105 555 to rhe He 5 firſt > 
'OPE relat Chriſt, the latter to the Here ' 
dhe rejeft t Divine Nature, (fr om Chriſt) and: ” 
8 a- ( ben ves) be only worldly Water or Human; 
that we WO ee I 3 


7olunt | — — * —— = _— * 
4 No Neceffity, p 9. 


24 1. 


Wine? What then can he mean by u volunt eſſe 
but that they retained the Water ? And if they 
retained the Water, then they made uſe of it, But 
farther, the Latin Tranſlation of this Fathet 1s 
very barbarous, and much below the Purity of rg 
Language; no wonder then, if we find a Nomit 
tive inſtead of an Accuſative Caſe, or. any ſuch- 
like Grammatical Miſtake : Beſides, it is magifeſt 
that the Word which we tranſlate aqua, was d 
in the Original, as appears from comparing the 


ſame Latin Term with the Gyeek.in other Parts of 


the Verſion, where the Original is preſerved: 
Now dd is both the Nominative and Accuſative 
Caſe, and d p idiavow fra may be tranſlated both 
* vol unt eſſe, and aquam vol unt eſſe; and if the 

ranſlator has been guilty of miſtaking the one 
for the other, there is no Reaſon we ſhould fol- 


loi him in it: The latter Conſtruction makes the | 


Paſſage conſiſtent with itſelf, but the former in- 
terprets it out of Grammar and Senſe. But this 
is not all: Maſſuet, in his excellent Edition of this 
Father, tells us, that he has made uſe of an ancient 
Copy, written at leaſt above eight hundred Years 
ago, and older, as he thinks, than any of thoſe, 
from which the former Editions have been || taken 
This Copy has ſola aqua ſecilarem, the Marks of 
Abbreviation over the 4 being careleſly neglected 
by the * Tranſcriber. Now the vulgar 2 5 — 
RR ——— ePONT 
4 Is optimæ notz Codex, cùm ante annos ut minimum 
800 ſeriptus ſit, teſte erudĩtiſſimo pia memoria D. Joanne 
Mabillonio, perito, fi quis umquam, talium rerum #ſtima- 
tore, omnium ad quos pr iores Editiones factæ ſunt, videtur 
antiquiſfimus. Pref. ad Iren. p. vii. per Maſſuet. Paris 1710. 
Ita Voſſ. & Clarom. Niſi qudd in hoc incuria Scriba 
(quod ſpe ſolet) omiſſis abbreviationis notis ſuper 4, legatur 
ola aqua ſæcularem. Ejuſdem not. in Lib. V. 6. 1. p. 29% 
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of ſreneus, may dae been taken from d 0 , that 


had the ſame Reading; and either the Tra 5 a 
or the Editor may, to preferye the Snraz,” 

alter'd it to ſærularis: But be that as it "ol; 110 
Antiquity of this Copy is ſaffictent to W at, 170 
Deviation' from the Vulgar Reading, and 

ally when it is corroborated by the erer a 
22 Manuſcript, whictr Br. Grabe F inforch 

us has ſolam aquam ſecularem, and adds that all- 8 
ot erCopies arecorrupted. is Conſtruction is al 
ſo confirmed by. Trenauss Keaſohing : For after He 
has ſhewed the Error of th Flenitel, in denyin 


the Union of both Natures in Chriſt, to be. Ingdq= | | 


ſiſtent with the Hol 3 7 upon , 
and the Power of the f ight s over 10 
with his being called the Sd of the moſt 5 
God, eren ther Father, and with the Deſign of his 
coming, which” was, that as by Man cam Death, 


ſo Ar fs Ta n migkt come the be Fine of 5 


he odds) therefore, (that is, bec 

deny his Divinit 9 hey ejelt the Martes Ca 

Heavenl Wine, by which 15 is re preſented 

* e, ( the Geinbal. of his * 
Go, 


ty nl Ting acknowledged) rcd 


from their Mixture : For he may know from every 


School-Boy, that ſuns general! fignifies n or their : 
own, and that if the Commixtio Irenens fpeaks' of 


| had referr'd to God, it had more properly been 


join'd with the Demoaſtrative than the Po eſſive. 
But 24ly, That this Paſſage is to be interpreted of 


the e we hav the E tnd o * 


J Iren. Lib. V. 109-8 ene, Lit 6 . 
E 


N Falle PL Wau THY * Ac 


: c 26 ] = 
aus teſtifying that the Ebionte uſed | Water only | 


in the chariſtical * Cup. "Wig | 
W Ling \ ee produced] from 0 e is a 
Hac enim & Pominus d acuity mixtionem.. 55 


an in 27 en At ws 125 
e L. 


e lam um; 


7 Tod os pail rec 75 that, 


9 1 5 7.4 
F Vi 
798 A the Vine 117 


3. 50. 
22 


F dur 8 
drank ere ed, w Ka 
Fear is, was 94 to 115 a e 

Author OS be. ignorant, 175 
of, God, in the New, 1 25 _ | 
Saviour Kingdom: T This Kiogdom commenced at | 
our Saviour e when all Pp Per” in Hea; | 


yew mi ws, No er 
. Holy Scripture and 
1 hpoieness and drank 
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0 
poſition , tho his Doctrine of the, Aale State 
| was contra d and diſown'd, as a peculiar O- 
pigiog, yet his Eyideace, fox the mixed Cup, h 
Interpretation, of the Fruit of the Zoe, 3% DIR 


7 


ol the Mixture, was never queſtion 


could he 75 it miætio nova C new Miturs) in his 
Kingdom? And after all, what ha 2 75 ö 
urge againſt the Millennial Tradition? Why“ he 

need nat at preſent concern himſelf, mhether it le true 
or falſe; but he tells us the Church of England haas 
condemn'd it: Now, I thought the Controverſy 

had been, how far the Practicg of the ſecond Re- 


> 


formation was warranted by Primitive Example ; 


and if our Author thinks the Doctrine of the Al- 
lennium was univerſally received by the Ancients, *' 


# 


wt 
—— «tt 


** 


| * No Neceſſity, p. 19, be 
E. 2 e as 
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45 ne ond almoſt believe he did, pee he d 
not offet to produce one Teſtimony of "Anti 5 
7 70 it; he doeʒ but refle& upon the Church 
England, in ſaying the has condemned it; for | 
thereby he declares her to be oppoſite' ro the Ph 
mitive Church, and inconſiſtent wich the Pattern | 
of her own'R Reforniation. . He goes on, and oh 
ſerves,” & that this Huber pleads" a muth fronget | 
| Tradition, (for the Mhennium ) than can be 755 
for the Neceſſity" of the mixed Cup. But how does | 
This YR 49 o ſays indeed, that the Elders, who 
195 obj, and were his Auditors, deliver'd Theſe 
T os as received from him, + for which he 
quotes Papi at. Now, Papi ass Words, as we figd 
t em in Euſebiiis, are theſe; It ſhall not be tedious | 
fo me to ſet denn in Order, together with my In. 
tarpretations, thoſe Thing s which I have well learm 
front the [| Elders,” te he plainly tells us, 
that he ſhall give us his Inter pretatiom of the 
* Traditions he had receiv'd from the Elders 3 
And that this Doctrine of the ilemium Wer | 
rather his Interpretation of a Tradition, than 
the Tradition itſelf, is very much countenanced | 
by the Hiſtorian,” "who ſays, he judges “ PA. 
% Piet had this Opinion Fromm bis miſapprehend- 
« ing the Apo Able Diſcourſes, in that he 
K. 540 not Fea "roo thoſe 229 770 111 ml 


Ste 
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225 5 . Joh Dil lam: 

resbyteri minerun ui oha cipu 

mini ner np ſe ab 30 Iren. wo; V. 770 33. 
| 5 7 oxriew SN For 1 os 24 47 4-3 =. | 

gad Ia xv, xaxes tunniirdiaa, ov ai 2 

; xs e Hitt, Eecl, Lib, III. 18 39« Rd. Valch 


Mogunt. 1672, 


e # myltically 


| Nepos ; And Jaſtin Martyr, 880 lived before 5 
neus, informs us, that even in his Time — 1g 


f 29 J. 


4 myſtically by way of * Similitade, Nom, 1 


ſay, Papias might poſſibly de miſfaken in a Matter 
of Porine, which did not relate to Practice; and 


eſpecially, when he had ir but at ſecond-tiand; 


as far as appears, has deliver'd don tous rather E 
olical' Rela» 


his own Comment upon ſome Ap 
tion, than à real Tradition of the Millennium Its 
ſe1f. Bat there"coud* be no ſueh Miſtake in '4 


publick Practice, that was to commenee from. the 


laſtitution, to be an Eſſential Part of the Pivine 


Worſhip, and” The. higheſt Act of the Chriſtian 
Service. Jrenzus talks of the Mixture as an a 


knowledg'd Principle; bat he argues for the A. 


leni um as 3 Doctrine not univerſally receivꝰ d. Ia 4 
word, whatever Tradition the Fatrons of — 1 


arine had for it, *ris plain they Were op 
Dionyſius Alexandrinus wrote a gainſt 1 


ſtians were ſomewhat divided about it. "Whereas 


the Mixture was never oppoſed till the Age of 
the Schoolmen, nor eyer diſuſed till the ſeong ; 
Reformation, unleſs by Hereticks. The Anſwerer 
might have ſeen the Reverſe of his Aſſertion de- 

monſtrated in the | Defence, and the Neceſſity of 
the Mixture ſhewn to Have a much ſtronger Tra- 


dition to ſupport it, than the Ailnmum but his 
Way of anſwering, is to repeat the Objection with- 


out any Regard to the Arguments urged agaiaſt jt, 
However, he has one Thing more to * obſerve,” 
b before he leaves 1 kalle! ank that is, that 


— 


N huge 2nd dugte r 
25 Amd, f dt Keri ere on Ts : 


vuxfd v edvdragiy, 6 
mel d 2. een, & M FH rd, are. 
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u, 3 MMGs ep i Turenerxdla,... Id, ibid. 
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this 
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Saviour will drink in the Millennium, is net the Sabi, 
rental Cup, but the Common Drink which ſhall be then 
wade uſe of. To which I anſwer, that. this Quo- 
ration is not urged as a Proof of what ſhall be done 
bereafter, but of what was done at the Inſtitution, 
If the Text, I wil drink: no more t the Fruit 
ef the Vine, &c. has a, Retroſpect to the Inſti. 
rution of the Cup, then it is plain from Treneas, 
that the Cup was mixed: And I believe our Au- 
thor will hardly deny that it has, ſince his Cauſe 
is built upon that Suppoſition, and reſts wholly 
upon the Senſe of the Expreſſion uſed by our 8a. 
viour, viz the Fruit of the Vine, which this Father 
has plainly interpreted of the Mixture. Bat far- 
ther it is evident, that /renexs thonght this nep 
Aixture the Sacramental Drink, becauſe he inter- 
prets the Text, I wil drink no more of the Fruit 0 
the Vine, till I drini it new in the Kingdom of God, 0 
the Millennium. Now, the Scripture, is: expreſs 
that our Lord. eat and drank after his Reſurrection; 
conſequently, if this Father thought that Text 
wou'd not he fulfilled till the Aillennium, he muſt 
think the Fruit of the Vine ſomething more than the 
Common Drink; and what cou'd that be, but the 
Conſecrated, Mixture? 1 
The Anſwerer's next Attack is upon the Senſe 
of the Phraſe miſcere poculum; which, he ſays, is 
the ſame as te fil. a Glaſs, and in Proof of this he 
produces Homer, Cicero, Ouid, and | Juvenal; and 
then concludes, Irenæus meant no more by the Mix- 
ture, than we may in this Climate fairly conſtrue Wine : 
Io this I object, that the Expreſſion, fil me a Glaſs, 
is uſed inſtead of give m « Glaſr'; do we therefore 


* 


r 1 a. 


LE 
FF. PF uy 


+. 4 


+ I. ibid. 


b 1 
3. that it ſhou'd not be filled? Do ne FREY 
ie bl by penn the latter? 80 Ne Man 


oY Glaſs, being uſed inſtead of Tofu de, Pour out 
does it mean. that any thing ſhou'd be poured o - 


al 


but the Mixture ? He grants, that twaß the uſy 


Cuſtom in hot Countries to * ter to the Wine 


78 


when they drank it: Therefore by. bo ownReaſon- 
ing, eue Zu fy, Zh 12575 Glaſs, fr ou 
the Compoſitia 1 not 0 the For ming out: His 
Argument is this: : la ora N Climates they 
drank Wine mixed with. Water z hence Aces? 
Peculum came to ſignify Fil « Cleft, Now, lince 
Mixing is fi W with Filing, upon the Ac: 
count ed poſition ; therefore it muſt. be 
ſynonymous, | Ve there is no ſuch Compoſition: 
Miſcere nd 14500 ſig ſignify Pouring, out, it 
2 the om in hot 2 0 what the 
pour out; therefore Homer, Cicero, Ovid, an 
LOI all lnhabitants of warm [Climates,uſe th 
7 to denote Pauring out what was not mix d: 
Tbis muſt be his Meaning, or he talks! without De- 
ſign. For if he produced theſe Authorities 8 
that the Ancients uſed the Terms miſcers an 
eig, to Genify Filling out nothing but what 8 
mix d; then he a againſt, himſelf, and exi- 
dences the Tak what we contend for; Then 
Jreneus plainly declares the Cup to he mixed. For 
if Mirtio Calicss ſigniſies the Pouring aut o 
Mixture, and this Father interprets our La $ 
Expreſſion to this Senſe, then he teſtiſies that dur 
Lord declared that Himſelf mixed che Cup, In 2 
word, notwithſtanding the bold Aſſertion of our 
Author, that + he nay fairly conclude, that Irenpas 
meant no mare by the Mixture, . what w. 


"lanka p x I 
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this climal- fairly conſtrue line; I ſay, notwith- 
ſanding this pofitive Determination, he has not 
brought one Teſtimony, from which / by his own 
Reaſoning) he cou'd inferr ſuch a Concluſion; and 
I believe he will not be able to produce one lu 
ſtance from any Claſſick Writer, where Alten 
poculum can fairly be interpreted to fill, out any 
Thing, but what was mixed: There a many to 
the contrary, where Miſcere is plainly oppoſe; 
to undilnted Wine. I ſhall produce ſome of theti 
in the * Margin. But to return to Trenzus, 
whatever the Claſſical Authors might deſign h 
the Phraſe Miſcere poculum, tis plain that this 
Father meant the Mixture: For when he is 
arguing againſt the Ebionites, who uſed only 
Water in the Euchariſtical Cup, (as 1 have 
ſhewed from Epiphanius, p- 26. ) he oppoſes thie 
Mixture of the Wine to the Uſe of unmix'd 
Water: Theſe, ſays he, reject the Mixture of the 
Heavenly Wine, and only make uſe of Water : And is 
not this a plain Intimation that there was Wine 
and Water in the Cap? For how cou'd the) 
retain the one, and reje the other, if there "hill 
not been a Mixture of them both? This, I think, 
evidently ſhews what Irene means by mixtio nous 
and tmperamentun calicis; I might add the Teſti, 
monies of Juſtin Martyr and the Carthaginian Sy- 
nod, and of many other Fathers and Councils, all 
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Callidus impoſait nuper mihi Caupo Ravennee 
Cum peterem MIX TUM, vendidit ile MERUM, 
on i 1 41140241 £2 Marte Eis- Lb. III. Er- 
Alb Jove qui venſet MISCENDA 4d POCULA, largas 
Fiündet Nimbus AQUAS: Hic tibi vina dabit. Ii. 
1 CE TORT ĩðVn ©. Op 442 EE 
" Maffilis ſu mos MISCERE nivalibus UNDIS 

Parce, puer, cotiftes ne tibi pluris aqua, I. ibid. Ex, 110 
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of 


199) 


of them ſpecifyiag the Mixzure:to: be Wine and 
Water, and thereby plaialy determining the Seriſe 
of Jremauss Expreſſion + For! this is Ecclebaftical 
Language, and muſt, be interpreted by the Wri- 
tings of Eccleſiaſtical Authors, and not by Quo- 
tations from Heathen Orators and Poet. 

What follows, has been already anſweredi; for 
it bas heen proved, that lrepavs did meim that oor 
Saviour inthe Millennium w d drin I ine nod Wit- 
ter; that he interprets the Wards Fit ef the hin 
of the Mixture of the Oup; aud th from So 
can deduce. the; Neceſſity of. vſing that nar nc 
Sacrament; becauſe if that Text interpr 
Author be ſuffcient to infers the Neceſlity — 
the Wine, then the ſame. interpreted by this! Fa- 
ther muſt he ſufficient 8 ſhew the! TO: of 
the . t 0 nod en qu offs © : 
> op Anſwerer tells us, {| that it it his het. 

„ that the Controverſy bet wenn Pepe Victor and 
the Aſiaticks, aut keeping/ of Raſter, wer ef ſlay 
greater Moment: than the myx Cp: But he hand 
have produced ſome Reaſon! fon his Opinion, if 
he ex pected it ſnou d be believed: He will hard+ 
ly meet . an implieite Submiſſiog to his 
Jodgwent, er the reading of ten Pages. The 
earned Author of the Defence has plainly ſhew'd 
that it was nor. ** of ſo great Moment, as 
Ky the Anſwerer * ſuggeſts. But however, let us 
Gm ſee how they appear in the Gompariſon : The 
5 Diſpute about keeping of Eaffer was on both Sides 
F704 ſupported by an Apoſtolical Precedent; Here 
LUM, was the Practice of S. Peter and 8. Paul, to op» ö 


p. 57. ſe to that of 8. John; But there is neither Apo+ 
h — nor nn, for _ Ve of 


_— 1 
* has. of » x" 


5 1 No K 05 ; 1 9, 10 R 


in 


94). 
meer Wine in the Cup; nothing but 'moder 
Uſage to oppoſe to the Practice of Chriſt and %i 
Apoſtles; the Wotſhip of two Hundred Yeats 
to that of above ſeven Times the Number: Pope 
Victar and the Aſiaticks had no Controverſy about 
the abſolute obſerving of Eaſter; chey agreed in 
the Feſtival, but differed in the Time of keeping 
it: But the Diſpute about the Mixture relates ts 
the Matter of the-Buchariſt, not to the Time of 
Celebration: Socrates informs - us, * that 48 to 
the Time of the Paſchal Solenitiity, the Apeſtles left 
no: Deciſion or Command about it. But Jrenæus re. 
lates that our Lord f affirmed the Mixture 
the Cup was his Blood: And the holy Scriptures 
declare that Chriſt commanded his Apoſtles to 
do as he did, $ ro ode and that he mix d 
the Cup has been proved from the Practice and 
Teſtimony of the ancient Church. la a Word, 
the Apoſtles themſelves did not think the Time 
of keeping Eaſter a Matter of ſuch Moment as 
— — to require a Uniformity in Practice; 
s appears from what has been ſaid : But we 
— not the leaſt latimation of auy Difference 
in the Uſe of the Sacramental yo nor any In- 
terruption of the Mixture thro al the Ages q 

uninnovated Chriſtianity, * 
The Anſwerer farther obſerves, | kbit Hibs 
us writing to Pope Yittor, tells him, that his 
Anceſtors ſent the Euchari Ty ro thoſe Biſhops who 
obſerved this Feſtival different from them; The 
ſending the Euchariſt was a Cuſtom expreſſive 
of their mutual Communion, and very erpedient 
it was, that they ſhou'd ſhew rhey « did not break 
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(3s) 
the Peace: of the Church upon a circumſtantiabi 
Difference: But he ſubjoins, I thin rbis is. a Cu. 
ſtom that is groms out of Date; and it is my ini 
n you wont be fond of re vi uimg of it. The Author 
may be miſtaken in — — z but this I aſ⸗ 


ſure him; that if he couſd produce the ſame 
Evidence for tbe Neceſſity of this Practice, as 
has been braught for the Eſſentiality of the 
Mixture, he wou'd ſoon ſee his Opinion confu- 
ted, and be. obliged to acknowledge us not on- 
ly fond, but impatient of reviviag it: But I, muſt; 
obſerve to him, that this is contrary to the Na- 
ture of the thing; for the one is only a Matter 
of Diſcipline, and the Subject of Church-Autho- 
rity: But the other is the Subſtance: of am inſti- 
tution, injoind by the Command of God, and 
therefore alterable hy no humane Power. The 
Church for; fifteen Hundred ears together ne- 
ver attempted to decree againſt the Water of 
the Euchariſtical Cup; but we find a very, early 
Synod, a Synod of the fourth Century, ad part 
of the univerſal Code, aboliſning the Cuſtom of 
ſending the Euchariſt into other * Pariſhes. 
And if the Church ſnou'd think fit to reſtore, it- 
again, I believe our Author will not be able to 
contradict ber, or anſwer the Reaſons upon 
which the Advantage of ſuch a Revival ſhou' d 
be founded. |; -/ | „ ter W. drm; bexim 
To the Teſtimonies produced from Clemens 
Ale xandrinus, the Anſwerer objefts, || that it is 
doubtful whether the firſt relates tothe-Ruchas 
riſt ; and that if it does, it won't come up to 
the Purpoſe it's brought for; and for the ſecond, 
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Original: I ſhalf tranſbtibe the whole? Paſſage, 


Strang 
that if the former ToRimooy does relate to the 


4 for 4 temperate Draught became th 
1 they temained i in a wandring State. 
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11 


the Tranſlstion is 4 Stranger to the 


he ſays; 


in-which: both of them are contained, and 1 
doubt not our Author will appeur the greater 
er of the two; but firſt I muſt obſerre, 


Euchariſt, then it does come up to the Porpoſe 
it was brought for} which was to aw chat At 

was the Practice in S. Clemens Time, to mix the 
Cup: The Neceſſity of the Mixture was a Conſe- 
quence drawn from that Practice, univerſally 
maintained in the ancient Church, and evidenc'd 
by this Father, and other Writers of the firſt 
Ages of Chriſtianity.” The Fuſſage is this, * 

„ Water is the Drink*that Natute requires, and 
% Feniperatice dire for the Thitſty; thus the 
Lord gave tothe" ub for Drink alone the 
< Waters which flow'd>from the ſtony Rock; 


Ka nn 


w in Canaan s 
tick'Grapes: © I 


4 the ſacred Vine (ih ne, which 
as " bot Eaud) bare the pt 
n then given to thoſt, who, from a oi" 
ending have been led into à State of 

4 Reſt was the great Cloſter, the Legs who 


” — preſſed for hs; this Legen the of 
| ' Grape, ordering that itſelf would be 
« mix xed wich Water, as his Moon 1 2275 | ate 
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« Joon Mint 6 Now the Blood: of our 
« Lord is twofold ; the one carngly by ms 2 
« are, redeemed from Death; the 
4 Mherewith we are anointed: A — 1 
« Blood of Chriſt, is to partake. 0 e 
4 Immortality. [Boothe Spirit is the Life: giving 
475 Principle 'of -th e Lages, as the Blood. is of the 
4 Fleſn. As rhen he Wine ig mixed with the 
„Water, ſo is the Spirit, with Mani The, one, 
« namely the Mixture, leads us unte, Faith, bus 
4 the other, which is. the Spirit, . to 
4 immortal Mie. Nom the Mixture of theſe 
4 tW O, the Drink and the Lagers cis named tho 
4 EZuchariſt, ea Nai i od br: lot eim - 
8. Aament is here diſcourſ urſing eee 

and recommending, Water, aß that Liquor; oaly, 
which is neceſſary to allay the Thirſty: and — : 
enforces. his Advice by che Practice of the Jew | 7 
75 whe: drank: 1 but WET, < 8 . 1 
ne bs Mü Rb w018hns * zumi mig . a 
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75 + —— Qaod fir autem cus necoſario,,” probrt ere | 
ge 4 N Dominos Hebræls in ſokitudine erragtibes'& ſitien. 
ab05 non alium ſüppeditavit potum, qaam aquam er 
r EN petra ma nantem. Cur autem aqua eis eſſet bi- 
da, hanc affert rati eka quod cùm errarent in deſertis 
Abos & in krimis vert 1 N bels — 
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I 
_ #1», a ſimple unmixed Liquor) while they: ſo - 
jour ned in the Wilderneſs: From hence he takes 


Occaſion to ſpeak of 8 the Chriſtian State, and 


draws a Compariſon between the Reſt of the 
Jem in the Land of Canan, and that of the 
Chriſtians in the new. Diſpenſation: The Jen, 
ſays he; while they were in a State of Wandring 
and Travel, drank nothing but Water, but af- 
terwards the ſacred Vine put forth the prophetick 
Grupes, that is, when they came into the Land 
of Promiſe, (from which Foſhux; and his Compa- 
nions, brought the Cluſter of Grapes, | Num. xiii . 
13.) and had obtained Reſt from all their Ene- 


mies round about them, then the juice of the 


Grape was added to their former Drinks He 
calls it Propherick, becauſe it 'was a Type of 
Chrift, and præfigured a future and greater Reſt; 
twas 4 Sign, ſays he, unto thoſe who, from a, 
& cavenda ab eis efſet ebrietas. Poſt diuturnos autem Erros 
res, & plurimos exantlatos labores, chm ad quietem, id 
eſt ad Chriſtum, eſſet ventum (is. enim eſt qui afflictis & 
— — ayimis dat reggie? non fuit amplius * 
pura & ſimplex aqua, ſed vinum aqua temperatum, id eſt 
Chriſti ſanguis, qui ab ipſo Chrifto .& ex. ipſo tanqguam' 
ex botro in Crucis is torculariexpreſſus, ab eo ipſo in U 
fait contemperatus, ſu mendus a fidelibus, non ſolùm ad ſitim 
ſedaidam ſed etiam ad propulſandos animi mor bos, & ad 
expianda peecata. Ideo enim & in cruce ſemel fuit 
expreſſus & ſuſus, & in ſancta ejus menſa Fc ara quotidie 
| quidem, ſed myſtice funditur. Hoc, nempe Chrifrum, 

cujus ſanguis in cruce expreſſus myſtice in cœna nf 
lgnificat. ingeas ille botrus, qui ab iis, qui ad explorandam 
terram miſſi fnerant, ad ingreſſuros promiſſam terram Iſta- 


elitas, fuit deletus, Numer. 1 3. Hune botrum, nempe Chri- 
| Ga, id ef, Eccleſia, quæ ab A. 


ſtum, nr ſan ab A 
bele ad nos uſque eft e Chri- 
ſtus, cujus ſanguis eſt expreſſus &  fuſus, fit allegorice 
magnus ille botrus, ipſe quoque allegorice dicitur ogg 
uva, qui ex ipſo tanquam ex botro eſt expreſſus, &. 
Gent,  Herviet. Comment. in Lib. II. Pedage p. 64. in Bl: 
Clement. per Potter. Vol. II. | "X BR 
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state of wäandring, have been 46) 110 a a r 
of Reſt; for av the Juice of the Cant 87 5 | 
vas ex hauſted j 682 Wide. preſs, 1 "might. 
be mixed with ater, and be © the Fer Drink 
in the Land of their inberitance, ſo "was t 
Blood of the A exhauſted on rhe Croſs, than 
it might alſo be mixed with Water, and be ch 
Chriſtian ' Banquet: For this was his '0wn/ 

tution; Twas the Will of the A6 7 , that him- 
ſelf repreſented by the Blood of the Grape ſhou'd 
be mixed with Wöter. He goes © and obſerves 
that we don't drink the carnal Blood 6 of Chriſt, 
but the Spiritual (which by the bye is a plain 
Contradiction to the Romiſh Doctrine of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation) and that by fo Jong we are 
made Partakers of his Immortalit Yo 'becauſe we. 
are united with the Spirit, which” is che Life. 
giving Principle of the A % . The Wine and 
Water are extertal Elements, upon them we 
muſt exerciſe out Faith; tho we ſte ny 
but Matter, we muſt believe the Spirit over 
ſhadows them, for by receiving them we 225 


a Principle of Immortality, and that Prinelple 
the Spirit; ſo that Man is united to the Spirit, 
as the Water is to the Wine; and this Mixtore 
of the Drink with the 459. whith'is wade by 
Conſecration, is called the Euchariſt. w i 
Anſwerer has expounded, what he bas given ns 
of this Father, into * Non-ſenſe, and made the 
two Parts of his Parallel claſh with one another: 
S. Clement is proving that our Lord Was typified 
by the Grape, which was brought from the Land 
of Canaam, becauſe he ien that himſelf, re- 
dats hah * engl of the Ras ſhou'd 1 
3 — mi 


| No Neceſſity, p. 12. 
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be N 205 with Water, a 
| ems in the t in Land of C. 
ow, pol ca me belt Honreswer rid, an un 
ed a mixed Li r. ſo that, it WI 
OI, ſome Infuſion. or other 4 
with which o our Author, owns it was uſual;to 
mix , % ine in hot Countries, ſuch as was the 
rom t 05 to m r be Bl the 
min. ater? LAS ＋ 11 Level: Teſti —— tha 
ented by the did be wiogied with 
Water? mn 1 1 hank e Ac 
certainly. binding? But farther, if this Paſſage 
elates t the e it is manifeſt from Han 
yen us the Mixture of the Grape with 
Water 11 the Al jo] the Aby 
Nom, chat it does Pe the Eucherifh 
; Raben from 8. Clement's own Account of it⸗ 
— 


's 1 2 hence: Kr Bg A Drink af 7 5 

But the, Fruit of the e Grape jp 

1 what ſhou'd that be but Water, 

Land Fug Promiſe.? And is 2 94 Order , then 
t was the Will of Chriſt that himſelf, xepre- 

knoyledgmear, that his Will, when known, is 

vetus's Trahſlation, which, the Av/werer has gi- 

| ar y iojoined by h e his Will is 4 

has MM ROS NGO tbe n 


ed 7 x 4 
. ö 5 * 


he declares it te be the ſpititbal uot the Bern I 
Blood of Chyiſt, and chat in drinking it wegs: 

made ohe with the Sprrit, and Heirs of Immo 

tali? Can any thing be tilted the Biebd f 

Criſt; but that [/whicli wissſcif inſtituted to e. 

preſent it? Or, can any thing convey tb avs! 
Right to eternal Hife, ' but that wWhirh applies to) 
us the Merits of Chriſt? In a word,; he has en 
preſly inform'd us, that it is the Euchatiſt hs 
ſpeaks of: For Having obſerved; that be Wh 
is mixed with Water, ſo is the Spirit willi Min: un 
that the firſt is for the Exerciſes of dur Faith 
and the latter for the Conveyance of Immör td 
lity; he adds, that the Union of the AC iti 
this Mixture is called the Eachavft. l ſhall pr 
ceed hen I have obſerved,” that” notwithſtand 

ing out Author's ' poſitive Aſſertion, that tie 
Tranſlation of this Paſſage in the Deſencs is f64 
reign to the Original, he dns himſelf a Strahs .. 
ger to the Original; and the he declates thefe 

is no Order from the Lago for the Mixture; yet 

he acknowledges the Expteſtontz in 'Dilſpare is 
be fo dark and allegorical, that no Commenta - 
tot can interpret them; and whereas in Fr. 
judice of this Bather's Authority; ne % eites 
du Pin, as ſaying that he was à much better | 
Philoſopher than a Divine; hei perfectly fniſta⸗ I 
ken in the Deſigu of chat Character: For Di Fig I 
is there perten of his Wiitings, . wer tbe | 
tells us ſhews too much profane Tear fora 
Chriſtian” Writer, and (ſays be )'we may ſay thu be 
vas more 4 Philoſopher than u Divine; that 18 
there was more Fhiloſophy than Diwiuity 4 
his Writings; but this does not detract from his 
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1 he, (S. Clement AVON): was by m | Means & 


3 
the Sacramental; Wine; yet this he muſt do, if 
be would ſhew the Church to have left S. 


Rules do him any 


Antiquity; and the other muſt not be ſtretch/d 


with one Conſent ſpeak oy it, N and 


e 


enn — 
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[421 
nor leſſen the Authority of - any 
thing he has given us in Divinity ; th be wrote 
little conceraing Revelation, he might write 
what was good ; And therefore that learned Au- 
thor explains his Meaning; and evidently con- 
fines the Character to his Writings; HCY 


i —.4— | Religion, and d perfettly reg op 2 
$1 217 1657y-- 1 „ 
81 r. the | Anſwerer * acknowledge 
mare homo to che Purpoſe - but chen he thinks 
Z where the Church! h 
— — g re = 
hority to ſupport bis Opinion 
t an Ead to the Diſpute, could 
the Ancients, who expreſly de» 
* ye wrt was to mix Water with 


Knowledge, 


N 
be bring 


in this Point. Nor, unleſs he does this, will 
17 the eee 
only the particular 

oppoſition to the current Stream of 


of which reſſ 
any Father mo 


ſo far, as to comprehend every individual Chriſtie 
an Writer; for in that Senſe no Catholick Tra- 
dition can-be:prov'd! univerſal: It is fofficieat if 
all who. mention any Opinion or Fractice, do 


teach it. 
But / dee (ſays our. Author) +. bur ty 
(meaning; 8. Grin) thought the-\Fehaprzing ed 
n nee rg "ſe \Hereti 


ift, se. vol. I. Lond. i 6 N 
1 * A and 


few 


atichs, "mas mot Tieefſupy -in\ ſelf 
wp, and yet h ef © 


write ts But des he p ve this ? Why 2 
— Fe N 
by adds, var ace the Mixt ure . A 

2 Reaſon 1 — lain; tre feb wah 6 7 

. e by the eſtern Church, 

1 iii only by $4 ol 


: pattie Fas, Seer: 
ledges; WM Matter of Oueſtibn Diſpute, a 
\ thinks BY was an acknowtedg 80 Price. For Pebe Bite | 
eb" bas CD uſed! by an Acident even bn ö 


Has he ian themselves; they cclebrateck il pure 
pinjon? Water Arnſmerer obſerves,” for fear of be 5 
py 'by-th he Smell of of the Wine; for this 

” proves them, and declares that neith 


ater without Wine, nor Wine without Wa 

Was the Cup o of the 3 But for tlie * 
on of Rebaptization, he ſeems to look: a it as 

a perſona) Kror, anda check of ne 
pline; he lays it down as a Principle eint J ere. Here- 
ticks and ifmaticks have no Power and Autho- 
tity ; aad from thence he argues the Diſadvane 
tage of allowing their Baptiſms; for by "this 
Means, fays & he, you'll ſeem to be one with them, 
while you depart from your own Right, and ac» 
knowleths' thei Authority © val with york 

He appeals to the — eee | 


p. 63. a2 Has 
| Dicimys" — dnnn Heretteos & eh! ce 
nhil habere teftatis ac juris. "Bp. 9867 2 

* — & incipis tu illi videri, qui eee 


poſterior eſſe ecepiſti, qui cedendo ac manus dands, jus . 

acceperas retiquifti Quain' culoſam fit autem Lol Vis 

vis cebus ut qufs cedat jure ſuo & poteſtate, ſcriptura fun- 

Aa declarat, eum in Geneſi Eſay primatus fags inde pers 

dideric, nec recipere"id- poſtmogur Porperft „ quod ſemel 

celſt. 22 73! | 0 * f 
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144) 


bis. Anceſtars, and ges the peer as raining 
by a Drapes 0 frhoſeg t, went be him. In a 
Nord, ae Own. Declaration. at the Open: 
the Council of Cerchege,. that & none gi the B 
1 4 tbled, ought 10 make 8 
pretend to awe 
7 ar 8 75 5 


ce ciſe o 

4 — I . . 1 5 as. = 2 
5 can no more he judged guother, than 2 

© can judge others. | himſel "This, e 
165. ma! Indus, to e that the Marty 
id nat he Bfſence of a 8e fa Sacrament, was con. 
cerned; . Ml 4225 has Authoricy mien 
Institution; he can't act as he pleaſes, where ther 
ke ern Injunction;; and, he may hy 

. the 555 Kae e to, 


© 1225 gat er again his Sheep late ln 1 25 15 
1 ſhort, whatever, the Martyr's aa FLA 
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* Sententiam noſtram non noram promimus, ed jam pe 
dem ab Anteceſſoribus noſtris STATVTAM nde at 155 > 
fervatam, vobiſcum pari conſenſione conjuri of 8. Ep. 

F Neque enim quiſquam noſtrum Eviſtpum ſe e 
porum conſtituit, aut tyrannico terrore ad obſequendi ne- 
ceſſitatem collegas ſuos adigit, quando habeat omnis Eyiſcor 
pro licentia libertatis & poteflatis ſuæ, arbitrium pro- 
22 tamque judicari ab alio non poſſit cp, nee ipſe por 
teſt judicare. Concil. Cartbag. inter Op. S. Cypr-p. 353+ 

1 Si quis ex Collegio noftro bæreſin facere , & gre: 
er — lacerare & vaſtare tentaverit, ſubyeniant cæ- 
quaſi Paſtores utiles & miſericordes » oves Domini 
— * ON) S. r. * 67. A 34193 
T. va ; 1 F | of 
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of the Boſipeſs, 3 ” _ can be 
vo Parallel drawn between that ape the Mixture, 
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ſetves, interpreted by the Phraſcology of the Jews 
iſh Nation; going Pong of Anti ally und the 
- Conſettient Evidence of the Fat | 
S, Cyprian, bear Teftim to the Ares 3 D 
when our Author himſelf h: Deng weds ed t 
25 Lord in all Probability mixed the 7 
| Cup,which muſt inferr the Eſſentiality of it 

92 alder all this Evidence aud Conceſſion,to wk 

7 1, Teſtimony as contradictery ts 
_ the Tote Writings, without the leaſt Thſtstice'of 
Diſagreement, is fuch a- Uſage of that Leired 
Biſhop and Martyr, as catinot be excuſed by the 
moſt extravagant Zeal of any Age but the Preſent, 
The Auſwervr goes on: || 7 dare ſay, wont di. 
frog . Cypriat's' Reaſovings, — —— mix'd' Cup 
5 275 7 1 5 you can rink 7 % 75 ures, 
cites for it, ave juſtly applicable to gl 

if his Reaſoning 72. . bear I. F 
| Reaſon y bit 4 Say-ſo ſhould alter my 1 
in this Mater: But be ſhou'd have 
priass Reaſdnings, c. indefenſible; b fore he bad 
attempted to draw an Argument from thence! 
For I don't find that either himſelf or the Author 
of No Regſon has any thing to urge againſt them: 
They take it for granted indeed, that they are fo; 
but in this they beg the Queſtion, and build upon 
a Conceſſion,” which is not to be allowed; tho If 
rhe Suppoſition was granted, the Argument wor' 
ſtill be inconſequential: For the Anſwerer m 
know, that there is a very conſiderable'Difference 
between Evidence and Authority: The*Authen- 
tickneſ of a Teſtimony depends upon the Integti- 
ty of the Relator, but the Force of Authority up- 
on SOT and ancient . 1 no 91 


e . . . 1 . 


47 


[ews qeedientof Veracity;, A Man may be honeſt withs 
the out Logick, and a'Legal Witneſs without Letters: 
ding Thus 8. Gpriai's Reaſoning may befuſpetted, —— 
na bis Evidence can never be queftion'd: He may be 


miſtaken in the Myſtery, when he's men an an | 
Fact: Tho? he ſhond be ſuppoſed erroneont ian 
the Signification of the Mixture, it wiſb not follow 
that he err in aying that Wine and Water are 
the Inſtituted Cup. The Fathers were no more 
than Men, and their Reaſon, when uniluminated, 
was upon the Level with the reſt of their Species: 
But in Matters of Practice and Tradition they 
muſt be as much better Jadges than the preſent 
Age, as they lived nearer the Times of the Apo- 
ſtles. — its Author is miſtaken indma- 
gining he has nothing but S. Qian bare Say- 
ſo to determine his Judgment upon: For 8. 
priai is not alone in this Point; He has the Con- 
currence of Fathers thut lived before him, the Te. 
ſtimony of Councils that ſucceeded him, and cube 
Conſent of the Church of his own Time; (for 
— D be ſup 2 to allow what 
not ap — provident againſt 
Error, and ſo ſtrictiy Diſcipline) and 
orer and above this be ha de has the ry "aa 
Practice of 1500: Neur.. DS 16721949 217 þ 
But S. Cyprian it as decifits for the — 
of Chriſm., as for: that of the mixed I C 
Words are, Jt is alſo neceſſary, that h that has h 
beptized,be. anointed, Gr. Now one wou'd\think, 
the Martyr had on declared, that Water was 
| neceſſary to be mixed with the Wine, whereas he 
affirms the Mixture to be our Lord's Pyactive and 
eee ey = Fer 50 * this 
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for the chi? He declare the Water of the 
Eſſence of the Sacrament; and Ydedies an narhix'd 
Cup to be the inſtitution) And is this nothii 
more, than what he has delivered of the Chu 
Our Author can't be ignoraũt, that there is vt 
wide Difference between Neceſſity and-Riſentiald 
ty: Thus the Wearing the Surplice is a acceſlary 
Practice, becauſe it is enjoin'd by a ſuſſicient a 
thority, but it does not enter the Eſſence! of the 
Worſhip, or make a Conſtituent Part of Religi 
The Chriſm was a Ceremony, à very! ſigniſicant 
Ceremony, and which I may ſay is necefſaryitott 
reſtored, without being ſuppoſed to believe it Hi 
ſential: 1 ſay, it was a Ceremony that was, uſel 
almoſt upon all Occaſions. of communicating the 
Holy Spirit; for we find it not only practis dea 
Confirmation, as here in S. Cyprian, and in the 
— Canon of the Council of Laodicea, &c. bit als 
o at the Receiving of Hereticks, as in the 7th Gas 
non of the ſame Council, where thoſe that hal 
join'd in Communion with the Nou, & att 
directed to be anointed with the Chbriſin, and 
then are allowed to * of the Holy Myſteries 
And the ſame may be ſeen iii the ch of the C 
| Pantinopolitan, and the ↄ th of the Trullan Canons, 
Ihis General Uſe of the Chriſm ſeems to point 
out to us the Proptiety. and Significancy of the 
Cuſtom, but by no means determines it to be Bb 
ſeatial: Indeed the Uſing it upon ſo many diff. 
rent Occaſions makes it appear rather a Matter o 
Diſcipline than of Doctrine. And I think we may 


with much more Reaſon inſetr the abſolute Necel- 


fity of Impeſition of Hands, than of the | Unititn: 
For 8. Paul declares the former to be a [Funds 
mental of Chriſtianity, which is more than S. © 

prian has affirmed of the other. But as non 
believes, that the Apoſtle meant that the - 
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Form and Certmony of Taipoſing Hand, but the 
Thing repreſented by it. was 4 Fundamental, ſoy" 
if 8. Gris neceſſe et, be! interpreted to the 
fame Strictneſß af Hxpreſſian, even then I ſee no 
Reaſon why thoſe Wordiſhow'd be confined to che 
Chriſm, and not rather interpreted of the Office 
of Confirmation, in whichahat Ceremony vas uſed 
as a Symbol of the Spiritul Unction of rie aye 
Ghoſt. The Learned Author of the Letter prefix 
ed to Mr. Hart's Bulwark' Sturmed has! already” 
anſwered this & Objectinn : He has obſerved that 
what S. Cyprian in his LX. Epiſtle, call C 
or Unction, in his LXXII. directed to Srephen Biſhop 
of Romt; he dalls 8 of Hande for the Rach. 
by 


ving of the. Holy Ghoſt; arid. this, ſays he, ih Ori 

dinance me nom call by the) Name cof Conſitmation : 
dom to the Rofor mation with the Ceremony uf \Atoins 
ting, was there fort uſually called by the Name of Chowiw - 
or Unction: He goes on, and takes notice chat 8. 
paul ſpeaking pf the very Tame Ordinance t ca 
it by the Name of another Ceremony, attending 
the Adminiſtration, and numbers it among the 
Fundamentals of the Chriſtian Religion Thewaws 
oy he, call it the Laying "oh of Hands; and ih 
uber calli it: Unction ar Ghriſm ; pecavfe both thoſe | 
Ceremonies/ wire: uſed in rhe» Aſiniſtration f it + ſu 1 
word, the Außverer mighi as well have:Gaid; that 
S. Oprian made the Altar eſſantial to the Conſe- 
cration, as the C hriſm to the Qffice of Conſir aa 
tion: For his Argument plainly terminates in the 

Neceſlity of an Altar, to conſecrate the Euchariſt 

or the Oil: 16 is neceſſary, ſays he, that he that has 
been baptized; ſbou' d be anointed: Now, the Oil is 
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| conſecrated upon the Altar; but Hereticks have 
no Altar, therefore they cannot conſecrate the 
Oil: Conſequently they cannot give the ſpiritual 
Unction: That is, there is no Unction, unleſs the Oil 
be conſecrated, nor any Conſecration, unleſs it be 
made upon the Altar; fo that thoſe who want the 

Altar, muſt want the Unction: This, 1 ſay, muſt 
be the Conſequence of interpreting S. Cyprian by 
a-Literal Conſtruction, whereas it 2 have 
been his Deſign, to ſhew that Hereticks cou'd' not 
convey the Spirit of God, becauſe they had/not an 
Altar, or were not in the. Church, in which: alone 
it cou d be had. 

- The Avſwerer's next Obſervation i is, That tho 
Hebrew: Doctors ſay, It is all one, whether the Wine be 
pure or dilued : ee that 5f the 

Paſſover. be Lemfully celebrated in pure Wine, it 
may be lawful to conſecrate the Euc without the 
Aixtwre- To this I anſiver, 1ſt That Dr. Zight- 
fit quotes a Paſſage from Bab. Berachoth, Fol. 50. 

where Tit is faid, + that The Learned Jews agree with 
R. Eliezer, that the Cup of Bleſſing is not to bave the 
Bonedittion over it 1 7 is mia d wi 
Water. Now 8. Pau calls the Sacramental Cup 
(moſt E in Allaſion to the Jewiſh Cuſtom) 
2 24 but it cou d not be the Cup of 
Hug 5 e Benediction, nor have the Be- 
2 unleſs it was ala: 80 that our Au- 
thor's Argument will turn upon himſelf; ws if 
the Cup of Bleſſing was always to be mixed, and our 
Lord inſtituted his Supper upon that Cup, as 8 
Paul intimates, then our Lord's Cup was always to 
be mixed. But 24, Whatever Sentiments the 
Fews had of the Mixture; whether it was com- 
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manded or not by the Maſaici laſtitution; tis en⸗ 
join d by the Chriſtian : The Fewiſh Practice is ur- 
_ only as an Evidence of the Fact, not of the 
Obligation to repeat it; as a Proof of the Mix- 
ture, not of the Neceſſity "of the Cuſtom : The Ob- 
ligation is drawn from our Saviour's Command, 
and the Duty is enforced from our Lord's Inſtitu- 
tion: The Caſtom of Mixing the Paſchal! Cup ſhews 
the Practice of Chriſt at the Inſtitution of his Sup- 
per, but tis the Fm e, the Do T HIS in Re- 
membrance of me, that ſhews the Neceſlity, and 
makes the Obligation: He ordered us to Do what 
He Did; but He mixed the Cup, therefore we 
muſt mix it alſo. 


« ſtitutions ſhew the mixed Cup to be abſolutely 
&« neceſſary : For, (ſays he) all that is ſaid of 
i this Matter is in theſe Words; Aud likewiſe bav- 
ing mix d the Cup with Wine and Water.” And 
is not this enough? If our Saviour's Practice at the 
Inſtitution does not inferr the Neceſſity of theWas - 
ter, how does it inferr the Neceſlity of the Wine ? 
But he is miſtaken in affirming that this is all that 
is ſaid of the Matter; for Mixture is there 
declared, and that in the moſt Solemn Manner in 
the Preſence of God, before whom they are officia- 
ting, not only to be the Practice of Chriſt, but the 
Infiitution ; For having enumerated all the Mor- 
cies and Diſpenſations of God from the Creation 
don to the Death, Reſurrection and Aſcenſion of 
Chriſt, it goes on: % We therefore being mindful 
* of his Sufferin us, give Thanks _ Thee, - 
« 0 Cod Alma not as we ou ght, bot as we 
are able, an fulfill * tatiurion.* 9 Then it 
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The Anſwerer denies * that cc theApoſtolicalCon- 55 
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expteſſes what that Inſtitution i 15 2 4 For in the 
e, ſame Night he was betrayed, he took read, cr. 
, and ia like Manner he mix d the Cup with Wane 
% and Water, and when he had conſecrated it, he 
gave it to them ſaying; Drink ye all of TAI 
% THIS is my Blood, which is ſned for many fut 
e the Remiſſion of Sins. Do THIS in Remem- 
% brance of * me. Can any Teſtimony be more 
expreſs than this, which declares the Mixture do 
be the Command and Ordinance of Chriſt: (v on 
rat au mTxKupibp ) and affirms that he called it 
his Blood, 8 ordered his Diſciples to drink it in 
Remembrance of him? But the Anſwerer object, 
that the — is an Impoſtour, ar ay ito 
aſs 2» 4 Diſciple of the Apo les, and imputes to them 
Lal — ant that = neee for 
many Tears after their Deceaſe. To this | anſwer, 
that tho' the Author of the Apoſtol ical Cohſtitutions 
be unknown, and tho' the pr reviſe Time, in which 
they were written, cannot be fixed, yet the Leat- 
ned World are generally agreed, that they ate 
earlier than the Council of Nice, or were compo- 
ſed about that Time; Cardinal Bona informs ds, 
that Morinus, Fronto, and de Marcs, do all of them 
agree, that they were written at leaſt in the rin 
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«the: firſt/Compoſer of them lived after the Age 


«of the Apoſtles, and before Epiphanias; but 


„ which of them he came neareſt to, he cannot 
determine. Du pin, tho he brings them 

ſome what lower, yet ſpeaks with great Modeſty 
and Diſſidence; 'Tis moſt probable, ſays he, ꝓ they 
; helong to the third, ar rat ber the faurth Century. 


He adds, * that ?cisi likely, hey have been from Time 


to Time corrected, altered aud augmented; according 
| to the various Cuſtoms of different Ages and Countries. 


ln a Word, we have Euſebius, S. Athanaſius, 
8. Epiphanius, and many others, who make Men- 
tion of the Aide: or Aid lags of the Apoſtles; 
for that both theſe are the ſame, Cotelerius has en- 
deavour'd to ſhew, by obviating the Objections 
that have been made in Proof of the |; Contrary. 
In this indeed he is oppaſed by the very Learned 
Dr. Grabe, who yet is willing to acknowledge, 
that the an is contain'd in the eight Books of 


the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions now S extant, which 
is ſufficient for our Purpoſe. And tho? Epiphayi- 


1s Quotations may ſome. of them diſagree: with 
the preſent Conſtitutions, yet others of them are 
ſtill to be read in them; as that: which he cites in 
Her. 45. num. 3. and again in Fer. 75. num. 6. &c. 


Indeed the ſtrongeſt Objection agaiuſt the Anti- 


quity of the Clementine Liturgy, is that which is 
urged by Renaudotius, who obferves that the maſt 
ancieatSyriack Verſion of the Conſtitutions, which, he 
ſays, was made above a thouſand Tears ago, wants 
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Beſides, Renaudot ius himſelf acknowledges, that the 


„ 
the whole eighth * Book. But to this we ſhall op- 


poſe the Author of the Imperfect Work upon 


S. Matthew among 8. Chryſoſtom's Pieces, who citex 
the eighth Book of the Apoſtolical Canont, and there- 


ja plainly referrs to the ſecond of tlie 
eighth Book of the Conſtitutions, as may be ſeen in 
+ Cotelerins. This Author (as Dr. Cave || informs us) 
wrote in S. Chryſeſtems Time, which was in the 
fourth Century, about four hundred Years earlier 
than the Age of this Verſion, - whoſe Evidence 
therefore is a full Confutation of the Conjectute 
drawn from the Defect of the Syriaci Tranſlation, 


| Snack Liturgies, which are called by the Name o 
the Apoſtles, have the general Form of offering 
the Euchariſtical Sacrifice common with the di- 
mentine, + tho* nothing elſe ; from which we may 
collect, that the Subſtance of the Liturgical Part 
of the Conſtitutions, tho? it be not found 1a the; 
r:ack Verſion of them, is yet preſerved among 
Syriack Liturgies, of which Renaudorius gives us 
very numerous Collection: And farther Dr. Hicks 
in his Account of Dr. Grabe informs us, that among 
that Learned Gentleman's Manuſcripts there is: 
Collation of the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions with a h. 
_ riack MS, which is thus inſcribed in his own Hand: 
Auttorem Libri v111. Conſtit. Apoſt. Clementis, inter 
polaſſe partim, partim decurtiſſe Didaſcaliam Apoſtv 
lorum probatur ex Textibus Syriace Doctrinæ Apoſtole 
rum ab Ecchellenſs allegatis,, which is a plain Ev 
dence that there is a Syrieck Verſion of the ei 
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as well as the other Books of the Cnitiom. The 
Learned Biſhop | 
Clemens Ons was the Author of the Con- 
i * vs, þ up | 
ing Reaſons: iſt, The 85th of the ' Apoſtolical 
Canons plainly ee of two Clements, aud diſtin- 
guiſhes the Author of the Epiſtles to the Corinthi- 
an from the Collector of the Apoſtolical Canons and 


ly calls them kai νον,, No," The' two Epi- 
files of Clement, whereas in ſpeaking of the lat 
ter, it ſays, d: Hdſayad d KHE: , The Cin- 
fitutions by me Clement; which Explanation' is 
the leſs exceptionable, beeauſe the Sentences im- 
_— follow one another, in which Caſe we 
may reaſonably ſappoſe, if the Compiler of the 
Canons had believed the Author of the Epiſtles 
and the Conſtitations to be the ſame, he wou'd ei- 
ther not have ted the Name, or preſix' d the 
Pronoun to the former as well as the latter. Kaj- 
ui iairoxal , x) or mg Jr Tots b, ον NN 
ti KHE: Two Epiſtles of Clement, and th 
Conſtitutions for you Biſhops by me Clement, that 
is, Clement s Epiſtles and 
Euſebius teſtifies that Clemens Alexandrinus wrote 
a Book, called, Ka EMA , , (Libs &. c. 
13.) which S. Jerome calls, De Canonibus Eccleſinſti- 
cis, (in Catalog.) and Photius Tleet usb, ixxy- 


Name, by which the Apoſtolical Canons are called in 
the Nicene, Epheſine, and Antiochian Sy nods; as well 
as by Athanaſius; and the ſame are termed xan- 
F145 1x0} de by Conſtantine, and Theodoret, and 
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Beveridge thinks it probable, that 
his Opinion by the follows 


Conſtitutions : For in mentioning the former it on- 
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my Conſtitutions. 2dly, 
darmdr, (Biblioth. cap. III.) which is the very 


by S. Cyprian * Eccleſiaſtice Regale. Nom the 


36.3 


Collector of the Canons and Conſtitut ions h, 
lowed to be the ſame, and indeed is declared to be 
ſo in the Canon abovecited-; but if that be not 
_ ſufficiens, we have the Teſtimony of Euſehiusn de 
claring that Clemens Aleranirinus, in his Bodk vf 
the Palloyer, has affirmed, that he was obliged b 
the Inſtigation of his Friends to write dounſthe 
Traditions which he had received from the aticis 
enter Elders: (Hiſt. Eccl. 1. 6. c. 1 5.0 Theſe Tra- 
ditions may well be ſuppoſed the ſame with the 
Ataſa ya, which are nothing more than 2 Colle 
ction of Traditions, as Epiphanius ſeems to inti- 
mate, (Her. 75. Num. G.) called Apoſtolicalyvbt% 
cauſe they were believed to be originally con- 
veyed from the Apoſtles. And 3dly; the Style; 
the Age, and the Subject treated of in other 
Books of Clemens Ale xandrinus, eſpecially in his 
Pedagogue, are a great Inducement to believe that 
he was the Collector of the Apoſtolical Canons 
and +. Conſtitutions; Thus far Dr. Beveridge; 
whoſe Opinion is enforced by what Dr. Cave from 
 Blondel tells us, viz. That the Conſtitutions were 
_ written about the Year CLXXX. {| which is near 
the Time when S. Clement flouriſhed. I ſhalFonly 
add, that Dr. Grabe thinks it certain, that the 
Dodctrina Apoſtalorum, which he*owns is contaih- 
ed in the preſent Conſtiturions, was compoſed i 
bout the End of the firſt Century, or at leaſt the 
Beginning of the Second: His Reaſons are theſe: 
Epiphanius (Hær. 70. S 10.) obſerves that the 
Conſtitution about conforming to the Jem, in 
the Time of celebrating the Paſchal Feaſt, Was 
made upon the Account of the 15 Biſhops of Je- 
ruſalem, ho were of the Circumciſion; but Euſe- 


+ Berereg-- Ant- in Can, poſt, 85. Mt Caye's Lives of 
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2 tefliles, that 99 8005 pe of theſe 13 Bb 
ſhops was before the Siege e Adrian: 
Time, Wien happen * 1 * Hutidred' 450 
Twentieth Veat of Chriſt; conſequently the Do- 
trine of The': IIe ws fthes moſt Have: been coſſected be- 
fore that Time. ee ürerfally a- 
greed diet woe "a, reat * beg „ ince 
they contain a 1175 the 1% 46 
Diſcipline of the 5 Pri Church, Seb Author 
can have nothing te Object againſt them, but 
the many Inter po Sa with Sbjct) rh hey bare 
been corrupted in later Ager: Tot fwer, 
chat the decldring them & be inrerpolates,p. 
poſes ſome Part of them to x Senuine, and 
which ſhou'd that be, But che ſame that agrees 
with the Teſtimony of the ancient Fathers and 
the Practice of the Primitive Times? Where we 
have Juſtin Nlartyr and Trenzus, Clement Ale ran 
drinu; and S. Cyprian, where e have the coticur= 
rent Teſtimony of all that mention the Euchari- 
ſtical Cup, and the corro6boretin Practice of all 
other Liturgies; there we may ſtrike off the Mark 
of Interpolation, and acknowledge the Evidence. 
Nor let it be ſaid, that the Liturgical Conſtiturion 
might be in ſerted by a later Hand, notwithſtand- 
ing its Agteement with thoſe early Accounts of 
the Pablick Worſhip, becauſe we find many ac- 
kuomledg d Interpolations in S. Ignatiuss Epi- 
ſtles, which yet are altogerher agrecable to ound 
Doctrine, and conformable to the Age of that Au- 

thor: For iſt, Tis not to be doubted but the An- 
cients had ſome ſet Form, by which they per- 

formed the Liturgical Service, as may appear 
from * Martyr Account of che 3 of 
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ident nn, the Clementin 
wer Juſtin s Relation; 
it as modern, for go 
aſc tis poſſihle it may. be 
ions were collected in the 
been proved before: That the Liturgy preſerved 
in them is agreeable 19s Doctrige of the ſame 
Age, is evident from the Writers of thoſe Times 
and we have nothing but a bare Paſſbiluy of iu 
being an Ivterpolazion, We have Reaſon; to op 
zoſe to Conjecture, and probable. Evidence i 
none: Let the Reader judge which maſt prepote 
derate. 2dly, It is worth our ohſervidg,, that 
in the many Faſſages the learned Biſnop T 
bas produced from the Apeſtolical Conſtituti oni u 
prove they were corrupted by the ſame Hand that 
interpolated 8. Ignatius Epiſtles, there is not i 
be found the Citation, that is the Subject of ou 
preſent Diſpute: And 3dly,. it is plain from the 
Style and Compoſition, that it cannot be the Wat 
of 3 modern Pen, It has all the Beauties of Exe 
preſſion, and Strength of Devotion, that appen 
in all the other Liturgies of Antiquity, hut les 
of ware! war 3, there the Virgin Airy i not 
called the Mather f Cod, nor the Holy-Ghol 
ſaid to be conſubſtantsal ; In a word; / there is ſuch 
a Force of Piety, ſuch an Energy of Religion, 
and ſuch an inſpired. Zeal, as can hardly be ſup 
poſed of an unilluminated Age. + Homeuer, sf the) 
were ancrenter than they are, nec Anſwerer ſays, bt . 
knows no Reaſon why they ſhould bs more obligatory that 
the Conſtitutions of the Church of England. Now, 
tho” they cannot oblige us in vertue'of their ow! 
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their Worſhip; and tis e 
Liturgy does very well, 
why, then ſhou'd we re 

O? That the Conſt; 


Authority; yet they may”  yettu of a greate: 
they cannot bind us as'a but they may ez 
vince us as an Evidetice, and that of a Divi 
Injunction; they ſhew the 'Praftice of Chiiſt 
his luſtitution, and declare his Command: Aud 
tis for this they were cited, for Teſtimony, an 
not for Authorit7. 

The Anſwerer has two' things to object ' 1 
gainſt the Council of Carthage. i ſt, That it oy 
but 4 Provincial Synod, 7 75 # obliged tb, 
than the ART Code. | ir 2 riot 
that the Synod thoug Mirae nece 5 
they belle bed aur Saviour refers ue of it 2 FR 
the firſt, he may ſee, p.34. of the Defence, that the 
Determination of this Conmcil was produced as an 
Evidence of the Neceſfiry of the Mixture, and not 
as an authoritative Injunction: The Obligation 
reſults from our Lord's laſtitation; and the 
Council is urged as an Evidence of that laſtituti- 
on: And for the ſecond, tho this Writer cannot 
ſee that the ſame Conſequence muſt follow from 
the ſame Premiſſes, that if the Practice of our 
Lord ſhews the Neceſfity of the Wine, it muſt 
alſo ſhew' the Neceſſity of the Mixture; we have 
no Reaſon to think thus of the Council: TOY 
knew that Chriſt commanded his Diſciples: to 
do what he did, and they declare he mixed the 
Cup; and what is this, bur declaring the Mixture 
- be hf wry mine 5 5 the * e ar 

uppo 7 it nect > 4 [ee n Reajon 
why hy 1 Ao 050 75 ee d be preferr a 
to the Senti ments of the C 75 Engla od: "Tis 
plain, they had no more convincing Proofs for it, than 

the ve of En _ har. Here the Reader mw 
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obſerve, that the Council of Carthage, was hold ig 
the 4th Century, not. four hundred Years. behi 
the Times of Chriſt and his Apoſtles ;, and yet the 
Teſtimony of that Syugd is put upon the Len 
with the Sentiment of the Fxgliſi Reformation, 
which being a Novel and particular Church, can 
have no Authority to over- rule the Practice ,.o 
contradict the Belief of the Primitive and Univer. 
{al Church in matters of this Importance, But; 
one had no more convincing Proofs for it, t lian the other; 
How does this appear? Iis certain there: were 
many Writings extant in thoſe times, which are 
ſince loſt, as he may be inform'd by Fuſebius ʒ theſ 
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Conveyance, and daindles, in e -Peo- 
— muſt give up their Reaſon, before they 705 ac- 
kaowledge the Teſtimony of the Modern Nas : 
rch 

5755 remoyed Aid riſt, 


equal to that of Nee 
fern ee f a Wide 
au as; capah! 2 of ee his Mipd, as 
thoſe; that; lived: w eſs than . four. handred 
Years of of the: Apple a Age. W What follows, con- 
cerning ing of Hone 7 nothi 
to the W of 'dopauſe, Bb ready, obſt ſerved, 
that the Council is cited for Evidence; and. not for 
Authority: They bear their Teſtimony that our 
Lord mixed the b, but they do not ſo, much 
25 intimate that he offered Honey and Milk; be- 
ſides that the firſt. was the upiverſal unoppoſed 
practice both before and after the, Time of. this 
Synod, whereas the e Milk s d. Honey is 
— 5 forbid by t 17 = 
and the e rene of, a, 
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nceſtors ng theAy. 

thotity of this Shed as we are 1110 thi 
Crates whoſe Teſtimony we have as formed by th 
more Reaſon (as we ſhall ſee quickly) to depend 
upon, than that of the Rimanits. They affifm it 
to he a General Council, and that the Pope's' Le. 
gates were preſent and ſubſeribed it: This is dif. 
own'd'by the Latins, but how juſtly may eaſily be 
ſeen from the learned Mr: Tehnſon's Preface to the 
Trullan Canons ia the ſecond Volume of his V. 
nec um: ( Let it be obſerved, ſays be, that theſe 
102 Canons are cited by the ſecond Council of 
« Nice (the darling Council of the Papiſts ) AR, 
ir. 5, 6. and Pope Adrian I. in his Epiſtle to 
% Taraſiut ſays, That he receives the ſixth Count 
d pith aff its . 2 by which he can mean 10 
à other but theſe; for the ſixth Council, as diſtit- 
& gvith'd from this, made no Canons. Niels 
5 the wy, .. an Epiſtle to Aichael the Greek m 
„ They were confirmed by Pope John the 

4 fat fy 4 the 15 queſt of the E Jaſtiniat 
© the ſecond. Beſides, Gratian attributes them 0 
& cel ſixth Council, and ſo does the (Pons 
& Council of Flerence, all which was ſo convincin} 
« to Cunta, that he ſets them down as the & 
« nons of the ſixth Council, of which this 77ula 
© Synod was a Continuation: See the moſt learn 
1 ed Examination of the _— ty of General cum 
„ cils by My. Jenkins, p 15.  Richerius ob 
40 eres, that Pope om ow d all the 85 Ca. 
« nons of the Apoſtles, and gives this Reaſon fot 
« it, viz. That they were received ty this Synod, 
« Vol. I. p. 660.” 2dly, Any Perſon that wil 
_ give _ himſelf the Trouble to read over the Canon) 
of this Council, will not be at a Loſs r Thee Real 
why the Romanifts have gent it: We, 


"I 64 1 
will ſee Clergymen allowed to marry befor they 
are e and ſuffer d to retain; and cabebit 
with their 3 Nor — 2 all; for 
t urday grahibited, aren in 
the Church of Rome : Becauſe of this Canon ſays 
the Margin in Cara Epitome, ſome of the R- 
maus did not receive this Synod 12 
cil. Naw ſince this js the Caſe, our Author 
either give up his Argument, or acknowledge him- 
ſelf incapable of deſending his Cauſe, hy an 28 
ciple but. a Popiſh; Innovation: He muſt difawa 
the Practice of that Church in rejecting the Tavdlar 
Canons, or patronize the Corruption upon which 
it is founded: But it is no Wonder, that a Writer, - 
who can unite the Diſtance. of nine hundred N cara, 
and draw down. the Evidence of Antiquity: to ati 
Equality with that of the preſent Age, nan d de- 
fend one modern Praftice by another, a Proteſtant 
Innovation by a Popiſh Novelty. xy. 
He goes on: The Armenians mere: dune freperch | 
under the Furiſdiftien.of this Council; and. 
nere guilty of very great Fault in diſoleying the: Un- 
42 ry, 1 Our Author plainly :intioates here, 
Guilt of the Armenians conſiſtæd in aber 
Die lience to the Orders of theCoundgik; bat they 
cou'd ngt diſohey the Orders of the Synod ber 
there were any; and yet the Council charges them 
with Error before the Order was paſſed: Ia a 
hes plain that this 3 did not —— 4 
tyre as a Matter of Diſeipline; for 
cel it to be the Inſtitution and Command of 
er and an Order received from the — the 
ard) wth: een, ee and 
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ods Aer rd fi" upon this they g 
Determination, and decree Depo Wen e "he 
'Perſon that ſhall neglect the Mixture, a ont thi 


fents the My be, and innov lrer 
Tal” 4 rn Vo „„ * 10 1510 2 * 
The next thing t ; Anſwerer has to urge i. 


| grinſ ch Trullan Coontit) is the e e of 
Evidence, which, he ſays, *- proved ot 
an egregious Miſtake in this very n 
ſtake is this: The Farhers\afſembled in Tu, e 
hat S. James, che Brother ef ou Lord, in his diu 
Liturgy, ordered that the holy Cup ſhould be mixed with 
Wine and Water : Whereas, fays- our Author,” #1 
certain that S. James did not compoſe this" Tin 
that goes unden his Name. But what has he to 
in Proofofthis. Aſſertion? Why The'YV/rgin' Ma: 
ry is called. in it the Mother of God, and the Son ant 
Ah c ſaid to be conſubſtantial wich che Farber, 
wo are Ti pr _ m "_ us'd for many Tear 
the Ap „ Tbis indeed plalah 
e c Lit — bs been interpolated, ani 
1 ſhall readily acknowledge that S. 5 pp — 
the Author 4 thoſe Terms; büt how does'th 
prove the Council in 2 Miſtake? I could prodike 
many Additions and Alterations: in the Gommob 
| Prayer-Book, which have been made ſince the 
time of King James the firſt, as particalarly the 
Alteration of the Beginning of the Prayer fof the 
Royal Familg, from Alviighty:God,' whith haſt 5} 
| wiiſed to he a Father of thine Elett, and of their "Seed, 
Kc. to Mighty God, rhe Fduntain of all'Grodafr 
the ledving/oat the Word Paſtours in the Mid 00 
the Prayer: for the whole State of Chriſt's Church, 
Cc. and the Addition o of the ein Pa Paſlage to 
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the Bod of the Gme Prayer :. And we «lo bleſs thy F 

boly Name for all thy Ser pas departed this; Tafe in 

thy Faith and, ear; "af beſtert 2 6 te giue 4 Grace 
n that with them we 


ſo to ollow their good may 
be Partakers o thy "Heavenly. in ngdom:. Theſe and 


many other Differences may be feen between. the 
Prayer-Books, printed. efore the Reſtoration, and 
thoſe after it: And yet. believe, no body wou d 
be accus'd of an egregious Miſtake, who Magd urge 
a Citation from the preſent. Engliſh: Litorgy, a8 
written by Cranmer and Good ih and, the other 


Compilers“ 0 F ge Common- Prayer prefix'd tOSpar- 


row's Rationale. Beſides, how does the Anſmorer 
know. but theſe Inter pang! may. haye crept in 
ſince the Time of the rullan Cou ncil?. He takes it 
for granted that the LIturg Joes now have of S. 
James's, is the very ſame A at the Council men- 
tion'd; but this is more than can prove. The 
Evidence” therefore of this Synod will. cempiacſiemn 
and untouch'd,, *till he ſhews the Liturgy to have 
been interpolated before their Time, and 7till he 
makes it appear, (dh the. Pallage. referr d to by 
them is one of . thoſe Ihterpolations., He may ſee 
Opinion. contradiè OE, and nee in Biſnop 
Ns dee Fathers, 
efence, & C. Es An N 
The e proceeds to the Licargies of S. Ba- 
ft and S. Chryſaſtomy, which, be. 185 4e nor prove 
the Neceſſity of the mixed * Cup. They ' plainly de- 
clare it to be Chriſt's Command; and if that be 
not a Declaration of the Neceſſity of i it, nothing, is. 
[a that of S. Bf, immediately before the Ward 
of Inſtitution, the Bread and mix d Cup are ſaid 
to be the * Reprafnighow mY Chriſt leſt us of his 
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lutary. Paſſion, and to be ſet before God, Font 
be 0 ty F Command. In 8. (% tem 5, 7555 W of 
Prieſt having repeated th Word ie faſtitucio Kin 
over the tj ixd']]'Cup,' COMME 19127 We eryb 15 giy 


'bis Salut ; | AND, Te g % 
1 er thee this Bre 


_ 


and this mix 
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p ee} tv th ht and t z and in bot of t 
5 "4 2 45 one ap wy our Pha dis declared t. gar 
Dave taken 5 tte 7 have ordered hi nc 

kit l to drink's 100 in the former the x "0 prot 

goers, Precept that 16joins' genes crifi 

manta a ateribures 5 iy e * Mi xture.. Ww WM was 

But 1  $.\Chryſoftop#'s Liturgy the M3 hrs 15 wa did 

MS - is 7 A d that wi 1 2 Va 15 not 

|: ter tar ly from the Sacred 17 5 15 tute 
1 2 2 1881 Mixture is not made after the Bloc 
| Conſecrated; If the 9 [+444 bad been 8 15 tuti 
rably equsinted wi Ae $ Litorgy, be W ing 

wou'd lia © been aſhafifd to ha made 0 Ty Keed 

an Objeftion, *' He may e 150 ue tre LN ſwei 
T th pope Wing ang ater into the ho» WW here 

V Cup 1 Pages before 1 f *Confecrs ion. And WW 18: 

if he had read over that Page in G, ro 13 7 Wo 

bee fo 5 ful Gs 150 42 55 Ale Secrets obſe 

e might b en it proved from Germanus, A Engi 

draus Feten O „ The Loni cenſit, 771 To — 

Cabaſlas,” that "Caſs "of warm Water after IW Exc 

| Confectatior was not fippoſed to make 10 lte- 77, 

ration in Fre SORES I added as an ek ient Lat 

in 8 5 i 1 niſc 

et N e, . — * 
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bf the 4 +6 0; ; Te Matter of the Sactavient was. 
ſtill the fame; but the watm Water was infuſed to 
gixe ĩt a een Quality, and make it a Repreſen- 
tation of the warm Blood and Water that oed 
from our Sayjour's Side: And the diſtinct Bleſſing 
of this Watet was doubtleſs ing to a pious Re- 
gard to the Sacred Cup; leſt the Additiou of an 
unconſecrated: Blement-ſlion'd have polluted and 
profaned the Holy Myftery/ Indeed the whole ſa- 
crificial Action was over before this latter Mixture 
was performed, which is 4 clear: Proof that they 
did not think ir Eſfential to the Cup; for we can 
not ſuppoſe, they wor'd offer dp'that as the Iuſti 
tuted repreſentative Sacrifice of Qhriſt's Body and 
Blood, which they believed fell ſhort of the Inſti . 
tution, and was Eſſentially uticapable of repreſents- 
ing his Death; What follows concerning: the Word 
Riede, in S8. Baſil's Liturgy, I have already an- 
ſwer'd, pag: 31. and. ſhall nor tflerefore repeat it 
here; but wheteas he thinks fit to inftance'in the 
18th Chapter of the Kevelarionr;” to ſhew'that the: 
Word #«e#v4 ſignifies ro fil ont; I deſire it may be 
obſerred, that he urges nothing but the common 
Engliſh Verſton in De ence of th "Tranſlztion; zund 
how unit thak is to be deciſive in à controvetted 
Expreſſion, may be feen in the Eſſay for, 4 New 
Tranſlation pfinted at London 17. Ft Pulger 
Latin Tenders it thus: In poculs quo miſcuit vobit,' 
miſcete illi duplum And chat this is the erye Tran? 
E wil wear from the e WII. 
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tions: The Author himſelf informs os that this 
Cup referrs to the chird'Verſe, where it is ſaid; Al 
Nations haue drunk of the Wine of the Wrath of her 


Fornication, Ex m dive x dh, are the Words in 
the Original The very ſame Expreſſion is uſed in 

: Verſe of the 14h Chapter, ier A N 
el 7 Jong 191.947, & Kareena irs dxotire i md . 
Twelp 4 spe ours. Here the vive Svp3 is explain'd. 


the 10t 


by x«xeggo wire Aug, which is put in Appoſition 
with it: H. ſhall drink of the Bitter Mine of God, 


even the Wine that is mixed in the Cup of hu Mrath: 


For Dr. Hammond informs us, that it was uſual to 


mix Wine with bitter poiſonous Herbs, which ſtu - 
Pified and aſtoniſhed the Perſon that drank it, and 
was ordinarily given to them that were put to 
Deatl; that yea5 and Sνπνs are uſed promiſcuouſly 
in the Old Teſtament for Poiſon; and that hence 


elves d uu came to ſigniſie not the Wine of Wrath, 


but the Wine mix'd with this ſtupifying Poiſon, 


the ſame with / 5opupriopiy@- in S. Mar, which 
is here Metaphorically uſed for the ſtupifying and 


aſtoniſhing, Judgments of God. This Expoſitio TY 
confirmed by the Septuagint Tranſlation of the 8th 


Verſe of the 75*h Pſalm : For what is here called 


dies & nextego wird; is there termed Id) newy oivs dxes. 


'Ts np #4640 ud] : In the Hand of the Lord, there 


5 4 Cup of pure Wine (unmix'd, ſays Dr. Hammond, 


with Water or any ſoftening allaying Mixture) 
full of theſe ſtupifying' Infuſions. Now, that the Ex- 
. preſſion in the Pſalmiſt is to be underſtood in the 
ſame Senſe with that in the Revelation, is plain 


from hence, in that both of them are ſpoken of the 


Judgments of God, the one againſt Babylon, the other 
againſt the & © is, the Sinners of the Earth : 
In a word, ris evident that all theſe three Places 
ſpeak of the ſame Thing, and relate to the Cuſtom 


of mixing Wine with Poiſonous logredients, and 


that 
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that therefore the very Inſtance our Author has 


brought to ſhew that dies ſigniſies to fl our, 
proves the Contrary; and tis worth obſerving, . \ 
that this Signification is not excluded een when 


it is join'd with Z unmixed Wine, as appears 


from the Text juſt now quoted from the 75th 
palm , unlefs the Auſwerer can reconcile contra- 
terpret Torhewr dig#Ts Whips x4- 
each, to ſigniſie Cup of Wine full of pouring 
out, and inſtruct his Reader by an incoherent and 
unintelligible Conſtruction. I have ſaid thus much 
to vindicate this Paſſage from the Miſconception 
of thoſe who determine the Senſe of a diſputed 
Expreſſion by the Engliſh Tranſlation, tho even 


dictory Terms, inter 


here this Writer has offer'd nothing to convince 


us of the Excluſion of the Mixture: He ſays in- 
deed that the Tranſlators have render 'd it thus, 
In the Cup which ſhe has fill d, fill to her | 4 
But cannot the mix'd Cup be filꝰd as well as the 
unmix'd? How then can that Term which is com- 
mon to them both, be neceſſariſy confined to the 
one and exclude the other? But the Cup is called 
the Wine of the Wrath, & r. What then! Does filing 
Vine neceſſarily ſuppoſe that Wine unmix'd? Or 
can the Author quarrel with the Propriety of na- 
a Cup of Wine? However, [_ 
have before ſhew'd it was mixed, and ſhall there- 


ming a mixed Cop 
fore proceed. 


The next O 


: ' : 


it referrs to S. Chryſoſtom's Miſſal, which orders 


warm Water to be pour'd into the Cup after the Conſe- 
af the whole Euchariſt is over. That there- . 


cration 


fill ro her I doubly ”. . 


* 


)bjetion brought againſt the Evi- 
der ce produced from S.Baſil's Liturgy is this; That 


fore the Compiler of this * fre be own'd to be 


miſtaken, it he really meant i 


S 
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Water 


at our Saviour mingled : 


. 


LB 1 
that 0 


Water 14 if mie, 7 becauſe þ TE t 
Mixture was made after the Conſecration, whereas 
the Author of the Dejoncy 75 ene a it to 
hive been ) ore. 770 70 e e Mix- 
ture mention'd in 8. 20 teſtiſled to be the 
Inſtitution of (le fo Is. pl ily declared to have 
been previous to e Conſecration, Gebt to 
| have followed Ry or our yiour is there ſaid. to 
have mix d the C 77 and then to hve Bleſſed or or. 
Conſectated it, and called it bis 5 Rood : ker 
tely after follows os Prayer of Oblation, an | 
to that the Prayer of Invocation, in which che Prieff 
addreſſes himſelf to God the Father, a apd, declares, 
that he has. ſet before him the Repre Fee df. 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt, He had bef ore a 35 
firm'd, kat Chriſt had made the mix'd For the | 
Repreſentation of his Blood, ay here he eclaręs 
the Elements on the Altar to be that Repreſenta- 
tion: Which is a manifeſt . that the Compi- 
ler of 8. e 1 corgy na only. bel 
Chriſt mix'd the Cap 
that himſelf alſo .in Con ormity to the e | 
directed that the Mixture ſnou d precede the Con- 
ſecration; For the Rubrick in S. Chry/oftor: orders 
the warm Water to be poor d in immediate * 
fore the Diſtribution, whereas the Paſſage juſt nom 
cited from S. Baſibs Miſſal, precedes the Bite ibu. 
tion at a conſiderable Diſtance; and muſt therefore 
referr to a previous Mixture. In a word, it is 
evident that the Teſtimony of S. Baſd's Licurg) 1 
that our Saviour mingled Water and Wine at the In 
ſtitution, can no ways relate to the warm ſt 9, 
becauſe that, as 1 bave.already.ſhew'd , does not 
even in the Opinion of the Greek Church emer the 
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Eſſence of the Euchariſtical Cap; 11650 W | 
egen follows, that the Cofnpiler dick not ter 
ſtifie that the Mixture was > made += the Conſę- 
cration, and conſe ently was no Jig ome in his 
Aſſerticn, that our aviouy 142 Wer and Wow 
at the Solemnizationh of Fs la Supf ; 

The Ainſwerer, id Magee ppt his rene pro | 
duces Aquinas as @ new Gion K 8. 0 


ian. Aquinas, ſays he; proves from Figs ry Epi= 
fl you 775 e 1 us me . : | 
1 not de neceſſitate T Sacraments. ' Our 7 — 
has not TIT kr to 


ive us the Argum pts u 
which Aquin4; groundy his Opinion; and indeed 


they wou'd have beeii'gf very little Service to him, 
the Author being 4 NRepfni, and his kate Rea- 
ſonings no more 11 another Man's: + nce 
he has repeated 170 Determination of the Sc 
and endeavour? d 8 draw an hal 77 25 for 
Unanimity* of the Latin Chor 
School- Deciſion 9 5 ; 4 * Point F 12 fre 
the your Paſſage of fs: d 5 p fen on 
oy” Fhe Boctripe of17,ax/ub/fartiation be 129 
755 get footing ſome cars 580000 4 95 Atze 0 FE 


Klei- Writeks, and wa | | 
Jemram, who y rote an a a uſe againſt 
that Iündvation, aft Nane 19 0 5 rguments 
uſed upon the Occalſoh.” rged, | onfecraty 
Mixture in the followin in We 9811 80 wit 
6c Wine, which j 10 9 riſt's Mit 0 
* cominanded to be wird - nor ha be 
« be offered without Honors Ju; ee 
the People without Chriſt, nor Rn 4 5 

„ the People, as Abe 188 cannot be without we 


* Body, nor the Body. without Ae TR 
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Water 
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4 Water in that Sacrament repreſents the People. 
No if the Wine, conſecrated by the Mipiſters 
60 One were N changed into Chriſt 
© Blood, the Water alſo. which is mixed there- 
<« with muſt neceſſarily be corporally changed in- 
* to the Blood of the faithful People: For where 
„ there is but one Conſecration, there is conſe- 
< quently but one Operation; and where there ii 
« the like Reaſon, there is the like Myſtery. Bat 
« we. ſee. no corporeal Change in the Water, nei. 
e ther therefore is there any corporeal Change in 
4 the Wine. The Repreſentation of the Body 
et of the People in the Water is altogether ſpi- 
< ritual, therefore the Repreſentation of £ 
« Blood of Chriſt ia the Wine muſt alſo. of neceſ- 
te ſity be altogether * ſpiritual ”. From tbheſe 


— 


Words of Bertram it plainly appears, that the Ne- 
ceſſity of mixing Water with Wine in the Euch 
riſtical Cup is inconſiſtent with the Novel Notion 
of Tranſubſtantiation : I acknowledge indeed, that 
Aquinas is of Opinion the Water is changed into 
the Blood of Chriſt, bat as Bertram who lived ſomę 
Centuries. before him thought the Mixture a good 
Argument then againſt Tranſubſt anti ation, and.liace 

Aquina | declares that it was in bis Time diſpu- 
ted, whether the Water was changed or not; we 


may be allowed to ſuppoſe that the Original of ci 


"7 


Tina was owing to its Contrariety to the 
Tranſubſtantiating Doctrine. But, be that as it 


will, che Reaſonings of Auna upon this Qccaſion 
plainly ſhew that his Opinion was not founded up- 
oa any Traditional Eyidence,, hut that, like the 
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Moderns, he was obliged to recur to the Fj ;oments; 

of his own Brain to ſupport the Hypotheſis, and 

had no other Proof againſt the Eſſentiality of tho 

Mixture, but a private and unauthorized Interpre- 

tation; nothing but a Piſtinction of his own: And 3 
ler this be fa ient for the Schoolmen. 

The eric v proceeds, and informs us that he 


cou'd pom ſeveral other Fathers of Note, mhich men- 
tion t Ce 7 of ming x07 4 Wine. and Water for the 
Sacramont; but: the learned Author (of 


the Defence, &c.) 44155 mot cane te cite them, fur ſome 
other Reaſons than becauſe they would ſwell his Bool tos 
nuch. The Fathers cited by the Learned Author 
of the Defence are the moſt eatly and unexception - 
able, and are ſufſicient to eſtabliſh the Practice 
he contends for; and notwithſtanding this Wri⸗ 
ter's Liberty of [oGnuation, he has not produced 
one, that mentions the Mixture in Favour of his 
Senſe of the Queſtion, or oppoſes the Interpreta- 
tion that is given of thoſe: earlier Fathers in the 
Defence. The Learned Author pf that Treatiſe did 
ome I noc think the Age of the Schoolmen a ſit E,yidence 
ood of A poſtolical Practice; an Age far removed 
ince I from the Primitive Chriſtians. both in Time and 
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pu: Purity, an Age of Innovation, and a Ha er 
de tenfive Corruption. is 

this That Water is part of the Matter of the Sacra 
the wental Cup, the Anſwerer thinks is a ſingular Opi- 


nion: Has juſtin Martyr, ſays * lrenæus nd 


fron Ml Clemens Alexandrinus declared, that Water i is pro- 
up- perly Part of the Matter off the: Eweheriftion Þ+.Cup? 
the 1 — that every one of them have declared 


it: And 2 Tuſtin nr in expreſs Terms calls , | 
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called the Euchariſt : Nou, if Bread, Wine and Wa- 
tet bo the Euchariſt, as tis Father a ſſerts, then it 


What out Lord inſütutods that is wi T 


EN 


ber is Part of the Matter of the Sacramtneal:Cup : For 


TTY 
it 7 Edyalirfet' the Food or: Matter of the a- 
chariſs.: For having obſerved that the Deacons di- 
ſtribated _ 2 Bread — Wine and Wa- 
ter, &. ubjoins re abmn. KA may 
zal Ei xa, — Food or Matter: ia apith . 


muſt be the Matter oi it, becauſe nothing can be 
the Euchariſt but what conſtitutes it, ànd that is 
the Matter of it. Beſides, he dectares that Wine 
and Water are the Blood of Jeſus.; now what re- 
preſents Chriſt's Blood, is certainly the Matter u 
the Euchariſt, therefore the Mixture is ſuch. And 
thirdly, he affirms the mix d Cup to be tiie luſi- 
tution of our Lord, as 4 have proved before ; but 


the Matter of the Zuchariſt. As fory Ines, tbe 
8˙* — that aur Savionr 'call'd the mix'd 
His Blood, tempenumenrum Caliois aum | 
nem Fonfirmavit ; now? if our Saviour: — 
tative Blood be the Matter of the Sacramſental Cup 
hen the Mixture is the Matter of it; fon ib 
ines the Mixture to, be that Repreſentation. 

nen, Ale uandrina informs us, that the mixe 
Cup was tlie Inſtitution of the 4%. he declars 
that it is the ſpiritual Blood of Chriſt; andi that 
After Conſecration it is called the Exc, 
Wfllich are all of them fo many Evidences that Wa 


cou d not be the Inſtitution of the. Logos, the 
lood of Cbriſt, or rhe Euchariſt, unleſs ir was the 
Matter of the e e /9 3843 10a 
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However, S. Cyprian is bi a8 determining | 
Wine to be the | roper Matter of thi Suoramont, not! 
withſtanding he pleads ſo warmly for the Mixture: 
His Words are: For when — ſays, Ian the 
true Vine: The Blood "Chr ii not Water, 
bur FWTNE. The Martyr: is "4s hoft'h 2/194 
gainſt che Apuaris, who uſed Water onſy in the 
Euchariſtick Cop : He begins with opening his 
Charge, and declares the Ground of his 'Acculatioh 
to he this, that the Uſe of Water Only was! a De! 
viation from the Practice, and a Breach of the 
Command of the Au thor agd laſtitutor of this 8a: 
crifice; Jeſus || Chriſt. ''He proceeds to urge ſome 
Reaſons'why the Cup ſhowd be Mered MIXED with 
Vine; the firſt of w nich is this, That when Ori 
ſays I am the true Vine, bis Blood is not Mater, but 
Wine : Now, that S. Cypriay did not deſign co ex- 
clude Water by this Argument, is plain from che 
preceding Expreſſion, where he ſays in expreſs 
Terms, the Cup onght to be mixed; and therefore 
he cannot be ſuppoſed to intend more by thoſe 
Terms, than that Chriſt” by comparing himſelf to 
the Vine, ſnew'd that his Blood was not Water 
without Wine. This Interpretation is agreeable to 
the Scope of his Argument᷑ and the Deſign of the 
Epiſtle, and is abundantly confirmed by 2 
ing Paſſage: I wonder, ſays he,whence thisUſage came, 
that contrary to E vangelical 4 and Apoſtolical DiretFion 
in ſome PISCES 1. ater 1s # offered 5 n "gy Lora's Gp, BBW bi 
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_ withour Wine cannot repreſent the Blood of * Chrif, 
Here the Martyr plainly. intimates, that Water 
with Wine may ' repreſent the Blood of Chriſt, 
which yet wou'd bea plain Contradiction to our 
Author's Quotation, if taken in his Senſe. The 
ſame may be ſaid of Noe and Melchiſedek : They 
are urged to prove the Neceſlity of the Wine, but 
not to exclude the Water. Beſides, as the learned 
Author of the Defence has obſerved, there is hard- 
ly a ſingle Inſtance | of an entire Conformity 
between the Type and e in every Par- 
ticular, and for what has been offer'd to the con- 
trary, both the one and the other may anſwer the 
Euchariſtical Cup in the very Mixture itſelf, it 
being more probable that they uſed , diluted 
Wine, than the pure Grape in thoſe warm!“ 
Countries. In a word, S. Cyprian, has expreſly 
declared the mixed Cup to be the Command 
and Inſtitution of Chriſt: And if that be not 
to make it of the Eſſence of the Euchariſt, 
nothing is: He has put the Wine upon a Le- 
vel with the Water, and affirmed them both to 
be neceſſary Iugredients of the Cup, than which 
there cannot be a plainer Teſtimony, that he 
thought the one as much the Matter of the Sacra- 
mearas the T' bene ⁊ðéiv 4 tt tk 
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_ * Miror ſatis unde hoc uſurpatum ſit, ut contra Evange- 
_ licam & Apoftolicam diſeiplinam quibuſdam in locis aqua 
offeratur in Dominico calice, quz ſola Chriſti ſanguinom 
non poſſit exprimere. ID¹I CC.... 
Defence, Ge. 5. 31, 22. 1 
+ Calicem verd docuefit exemplo magiſterii ſui, vini & 2 
quæ — miſceri. 5 r 
Ut caſicem Dominicum vino mixtum ſecundum quod Do- 
minus obtulit, offeramys ut ubi que Lex Fuangelice & 
| | 1 | tra 
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& fecit, non recedatut. 


What he has cited from Tertullian and Optatus 
Aile vit anus, is nothing to the Purpoſe: For we de- 
ny not, with the firſt, that Chriſt conſecrared Wine 
in Remembrance of hi Blood; and we acknowledge | 
with the other, that Wine i Mer d in Sacrifice * to 
God : Nay, we are ſo fully perſuaded of the Eſſen- 
tiality of the Wine, that we look upon the Opini- 
on of Calvin, Bexa, and Melantthon, and the Aſſem- 
bly of Geneva Divines, who determined, that in 
Caſe of Neceſſity the common Orink of the Coun- 
try might be uſed inſtead of Wige at the Eucha- 

rſtical J. Solemnity 3 1, ſay, We look upon this 
Opinion as no better than Hereſy, and doubt not 
but it wou'd have been ſeverely cenſur'd in the 
ancient Church: But then we think the Water 
eſſential alſo; and we do 5ot Aach Gon any thing 
the Anſwerer has produced from theſe Fathers, but 
that they may perfectly agree with us in this Point. 
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The Avſwerer goes on: The various Reaſons that 
RPR 711 > $4 Fs PT 
were given in di erent Churches and Times, for ile 
Uſe of Water in the Euchariſtick Cup, plainly prove 
that they did not think it eſſential to the Sacrament. 
The Uniformity and uninterrupted 'Continuance 


of the Practice, amidſt the varions Reaſons that 


were aſligned of the Myſtery, rather proves the 
contrary, and ſhews the Neceſlity of the Mixture: 
Their Agreement in the Uſe of the mixed Cup, 


and their Reaſons, how different ſoever from one 


another, do both of them point out to us the 
Eſſentiality of the Practice: But how does our 
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traditio Dominica ſervetur, & ab eo quod Chriſtus & docuit 
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. Calix Domini non eſt aqua ſola, nec vinum ſolum, niſi 
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utrumque ſibi miſceatur. Ep. 63. 
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Author know but they agreed affo in their Rea- 


- ther: He will ind it hard to prove chat thoſe 


any more than the Practice: Nay, his Argument 


ror; for the Wigels mate by Fe Ohurct ro 88 
nie the Divine Nature of Chriſt, by another 
the Blood, or Humane Nature; which Variety 


or not, we have no Reaſon to ſup ( ſe them mifta: 


the Apoſtolical Age ſufficient 


** „ ä 2 
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ſons, for this Uſage ? The" fame” Myſtery may 
have various Significations, and the Acknowledg- 
ment of one does not neceſſarily exclude the 0. 


* 


Blood that fla d from our Saviour Side, did not 
alſo acknowledge it a Symbol of the Union af Chrift 
with his Church, or of the Divine and Humaned 
ture 3 or that there was any Diſagteement in diſſe- 
rent Churches about the Reaſon of the Mixture 


who ood, the Mixrure to repreſent tbe Wirer wn 


will as well conclude againſt the Wine as the Wa. 


Reaſon, according to this Writer's way of arg ing, 
is a plain Evidence that they did not chink "ths 
Wine Eſſential. However, whether any or all of 
ahe different Churches (as the Author calls them) 
were miſtaken ia the Signification of the Myſter 


ken ia the Fact, viz. That the Mixture was our 
Lord's Inſtitution : The Nearneſs of their Time to 
| j ly qualified ther for 
Evidence and Teſtimony, tho” their Faculties of 
Reaſoning might not be ſuperiour to thoſe of their 
Succeſſors, nor their Logick preferable to that of 
the Pn TT.. aA pa > 

he Armenians, ſays he, rejected the common U- 
ſage of the Church, and made Uſe of mere Wine, &c. 
for no other Reaſon but becauſe they would ſignify ] 
thereby that there was but one Nature in * Chriſt ; for Ci 


as ſoon as they left the Jacobites, from whom they 
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L Church. 9, 'atiofher; in the So of 
our Ty, made: no 90 75 in 97 Fn FE Rip 
rgument ainſt the Efſentialiry of ture: 
for and or ha the Anſwerer adds, that the 
fterwards complied 45 the m ed 
-oblexye that Father Smon ih Ir 


of 15 t 1 > Day they confecrate, Wi 72110 ihe” the 


bus bug 1250 eximwin'd the Obje&inns sgainft the 
a Article, and ſhew'd that the ber in his 
Conſtruction of by Leads has neglect 0 the Con- 
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text, argued from iniperfeX! Quotations, aid 
regarded the Chain of their Reaſoning ;' that, he 
has conſtrued Treneur and Clemens Als xandrinus out 
of common. Kei, and c n thts BY. 

diftor Y Iaferegces: Thar aga iu 
be Bas urged nothing 


P! 


dence by-contradi 
the Practice of the Mixture h 
but Ceremonial Matters and Doctrinal Traditions, 
oppoling the Holy X:ſs to the Uſe of Water in the 
Sacramental Cup, and to the Tradition for the 
Mixcure_that of the Millmium a diſciplinary 
Order of the Ancient Church to an Iajunctian of 
Chriſt, the Uncertainty of a particular, Doarlie 
to a Matter of conſtant Practice, and a contradict- 
ed Tradition to. an univerſal ahd harmoni 


i n uni; J harmonious Te- 
ſtimoay : That his Arguments againſt the Carrbs- 
ginian and Trulla Synods ate nothing to the put. 
poſe, becauſe they relate only to their Authority, 
which is no Part of the Queſtion , for that a Mal 
may be.a good Evidence without being a Magi: 
ſtrate; that what he objects agaipſt the eſtimon 
of the firſt, condemns itſelf, and what Jie capa 
' Miſtake in the latter, is nothing. but Suppoſirion 
without Proof, Conjecture without Probabllity.: 
That the Liturgy in the Apoſfolical Conſtitutions i of 
great Antiquity, and of lirtle or no Interpolation, 
as appears not only from the Conſent of the Learn, 
ed World, bat alſo from its Freedom from'niodert 
Expreſſions; that it does in ſo many Words declare 
the Mixture the Inſtitution of Chriſt : That the 
Paſſages produced from the Liturgies of S. James, 
S. Baſil, and S. Chryſeſton: , cannot by any Argu- 
ment be proved Interpolations ; that their Agree- 
meut with one another and- the early Writers of 
Chriſtianity, is a convincing Proof of the contrary ; 
for we canuot ſuppoſe that to be an Heretical De- 


ü 
pra vation, which is agreeable to the Doctrine of 
the Church, or that an Interpolation which has 

Vincentiuss Rule, Amiguity, Univerſality; and Con» 
ſent L nes _ e En fend r 
ing his Quotations from S. Baſi and 8. Chryſoſtom, 
— his Aſſertion that rhe Greek Cheb bo is | 
believe the Mixture de neceſſitate Sacramenti, is 
unacqusinted with the Rubricks of thoſe Litur- 
gies, — —_ of the Oriental Practice; for the 
very Miſſals from which he eadeavours to prove 

the Mixture to be made after the Conſecration, 
direct it to be made before; and the Liturgies 
from which he wou'd ſhew the No- neceſſity of the 
practice, declare it to be the Command and Iuſtitu- 
tion of Chriſt: Theſe are the Liturgies of S. Chry- 

Lig and S. Baſil, the Publick Service-Books of 


the Oriental Church, and conſequently the ac- 


knowledged Sentiments of the Greeks,” And now 
let the Reader judge on which Side the Balance 
lies: We have nothing but Miſconſtruction and 
Inconſiſtency againſt the cleareſt Evidence; no- 
thing but Apuinas and the Schoolmen RE Ju- 
ſtin Martyr and rena, Clemens Alexandrinus and 
S. Cyprian; nothing but the Determination of a mo- 
dern corrupted Charch agaiaſt the Agreemens of 
Fathers, Councils and Liturgies; in a word, No- 
thing but Popery againſt Primitive Chriſtianity. 


The next controverted Practice is Prayers for the 
Dead. The Anſwerer begins with gy 1. 
both the Lawfulneſs and Uſe of them. He dares 
not ſay that all Remembrances of the Dead are unlaw- 
ful, and he need not be raid to ſay, they may be * uſe- 
ful. This one wou'd think was ſufficient to end 


4 


. OP IO — 


e 4 . nd 


No Necellity, g · 24+ 5 
£ 8 the 


VVV 5 
the Diſpute, if Men wou'd ſtand by the Conſequen: 
ces of their os Conceſſions. If the Prayers of the 
Living can be of Service to the Dead, they are 
certainly a Duty incumbent upon us. A new Pre. 
cept I give unto yon, ſays Chriſt, that your Your! one, 
aucther, Can we with-hold ounAſſiſtance from our. 
departed Friends, and at the ſame: Time extend 
our Love to them? Can we keep the Command, 
and not exert our Affection? obſerve the Duty, 
and diſregard the Performance? Our Communion, 
with the Living is ſpirituahand myſtical, and can · 
not be deſtroy'd by the Death of the Body: If then 
the Communion remains, the reciprocal Duties 
muſt remain alſo.. If there be no! Breach in 
the Body, the Parts myſt ſtill; be equally affected, 
We cannot preſerve our Communion and with-. 
draw our Prayers, continue our Charity and de- 
ſtroy the lnatercourſe. But theſe Conceſſions. are not 
inconſiſtent. with the Principles of the Church of , Eng: 
land. Ho does that appear? . The.Seatiments 

of half a Dozen Members of that Church, none of 
which had any Hand in the Alteratiom of Edward, 
VIt*'s Litargy, or were living at the 2d Refarmas 
tion, and who, tho” they, have written in Pefence 
of this practice, do plainly ſhew, that their No- 
tion of its being retained in the Engliſh Liturgy, is 
founded upon their own, Reaſonings from it, and 
not upon any Tradition from the 2d Reformers; 
Their Sentiments, I ſay, can never be a Proof of 
the Doctrine of the Church of England. On the 
contrary, can there be any,tolerable Reaſon given 
for the Addition of the Words Ailit aut here on 
Earth, but that they were deſign'd. to exclude the 
Dead? And if there be any other Expreſſions in 
the Common · Prayer Boot, Which are capable of a 
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double lmerpretation, will not this determige 
theirMeaning,and limit them to au excluſiveSenſe? 
Muſt” not one Part be explained to a N 

with another, and a doubtful Paſſa; ones indifſ- 
putablè Expreſſion? If then the Pubtick Liturgy,the 
acknowledged Act of thewhble Body of the Eng- 
lin Chureb, pas ſet uſide che Practice of Praying for 
the Deparred, ro what Fuxpoſe does de urge the 
Writings öf ſame particulat Members? This omy 
ſhews the prevalence 5f Truth, that the Pockrine 
ſhou'd be own'd and viddicited by the moſt Learh- 
ed of the Members, When the Fradice was, exclu- 
ded by their Church. 

The Anſwerer ſeemsſenlible;" that whit he "tax 
ſaid upon dhe Inexpedienęy of reſtoring Pr; | 
the'Dead, may be loo Kd upon as unſeaſonable * Cane, | 
and indeed 1h is much in the right of it; for it is 
as foreign to the Purpoſe, as fa Romaiſft ſhould 
urge / the Increaſe of Atheiſm and Deiſm, and the 
numerous Attaeks upon the Virals of Chriſtianity, 
as a Rea ſon why they: weed not be diſturbed a 
the Propagation of Error, and in the corrupt U= 
ſage of the Chriſtian laſtitutions. *Fis the Duty, 
the Neceſſity, „A ee of the Pratvice: we 
contend for. Hnd' * 45s be, you 'can have 
10 vrher Plea to ent ff "Ruſhneſs, We ſhall 
ſoon ſee ho moſt 45 rve that Charge: Thoſe 
who adhere to the Artes interpreted by Ami- 
quity, Univerſaliry,' aud Conſem; or thofe ho ha ve 
nothing but private Interprotation, modern Divini- 
ty,and Calviniſtical Figment, to fu pport : their Se- 
paration from the Primitive Church. 

Tertullian was alledged asia Teſtimony of the an- 
cient Uſage of Praying for the Dead at 7 Eucha« 
n ebration : : The Paſlage is f this: : 921 
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tienes pro defunttis, pro natalitiis annus die facimu:, 
And what has the Anſwerer to objec 2... Why! 
Tertullian doth not ſay, they ſaid Maſs every Tear for 
the deceaſed * Souls, Did the Author of the Rea. 
ſons ſay that he did?. With what Modeſty then 
can this Gentleman - repreſent him thus to his 
Reader? His Words are: They mention d the Name: 
ef the Deceaſed in the Prayers of the f Euchariſtici 
Sacriſico. Is here one Word of ſaying Maſs, or any 
thing that can be ſtrain'd to a like Signification, 
even by the moſt remote Conſtruction ? If we 
can make the Euchariſtici Sacrifice ſynonymus with 
tranſubſt ant iated Elements, and the State of the 
Dead with Purgatorial Torments, we may reaſon 
the Scripture into Blaſphemy, and the moſt unex- 
ceptionable Doctrines of the Proteſtants into the 
groſſeſt of the Roman Corruptions. The learned 
uthor of the Reaſons knew well, that the Innova- 
tion intended by the modern Senſe of the Word 
Maſs, was of a much later Original than the A 
of this Father; and therefore he declares that t 
Practice for which he was going to urge the Au- 
thority of Tertullian, &c. was not hing of the Remain! 
of || Popery. But the Author objects farther againſt 
the Tranſlation: He ſays the Paſſage ought to be 
rendred thus: We make Offerings for the Deceaſed 
upon (or for) the Anniverſary of their Death. | Theſe 
Offerings, he thinks, were Gifts er Legacies, which 
were given to the Church or Poor, ſomething like tho 
| Loaves which the Church-wardens of moſt: Pariſhes di 
 fribute upon this t Account. He thinks ! Does 
he imagine his ConjeQures are to be regarded, 
when he brings no Reaſon to ſupport them? 
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Has this Conſtruction the leaſt Countenance from 
any Eccleſiaſtical Writer? And is not the con- 
trary the pine Lagguager of the ancient Church? 
S.Cyprian ſpeaking of Victor, uſes QblatioSacrificium, 
and Deprecatio ſynonymouſly, and explains them ; 
all by apud altare Dei naminari in Sacerdotum price, 
mentioning their Names in the Prayers at the Altar, 
or of the Euchariſt ich *: Sacrifice, which is the very 
Expoſition the learned Author of the Regſons has 
given us of Terrulian's Words. So again in the 
34th Epiſtle, having commended: Celerinus for his = 
great Conſtancy in Perſecution, and obſerved that _ 
this was the hereditary Vertue of his Family, his | 
Grandmother Celerina, and his Uncles ZLevrentinns 
and Ignatia being crown'd. with Martyrdom, he 
ſubjoins: Theſe we comme morate in our Oblations up- 
en the Anniverſaries. of the || Martyrs. And in the 
37th Epiſtle, ſpeaking of the Confeſſors who died 
in Priſon, that they were no leſs. Martyrs than 
thoſe who were put to Death, becauſe they did not 
fly from Torture, but that from them, becauſe they 
ſuffer d in Will, tho? Death interrupted their Ex- 
ecution; be bids the Clergy to whom he wrote, 
mark down the Days of. their Departure, that thair 
Memories might be celebrated in the ** Catalogue of 
Martyrs : And this he afterwards expreſſes 
Page vs commemorative Oblations * —— 
for + them, Way, Tertullian has in another Place = 
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g. 66. Ed. Rigalt. I Saerifftcia pro eis ſemper, ut 

meminiſtis, offerimus, quoties Martyrum paſiones,& dies 
anniverſaria commemoratione celebramus, Ep. 34. Rigalt. 

Dies eorum quibus excedunt annotate, ut commemo- - 


Zh rationen eorum inter memorias Martyrum celebrare poſſi- 

* mus, Ep. 37. e 

ibid, t+ Celebrentur hic à nobis Oblationes' & Sacrificia ob 
comme morationes eorum. 1d ib. 
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given us his senſe in ſuch clear Terms, that we 

can no longer doubt of the Meaning of Oblatio 
pro di ſfunctis. He is diſcouxrſing upon Matriage, 

where he endeavours to prove, from the ackniow- 

— — Principle of praying for the Decsas d, thut 

_ tho? Death deſtroys the carnal Union, it does not 

diſſblve the ſpiritnal; that hen a Man marries a 

ſecond Time, he has one Wife in the Fleſh, and 
another in the Spirit; for you cannot, ſays he, l 

Aaftae your LMatrimonial] Regard for the former, when 

it is nuiſed into Religion, and made a Part vf your De. 

votiommhen you acknowledge her, whom the Lord has ro- 

Feivad inte bid Handi, in jour "Prayers, petition” for 
ber Soul und offer ap your Anniverſary Oblations for" i giv 
 iber; So again, Stabis ergo ad Dominum cum tot WM Co 
axoriburiquor im oratione rommemoras & offeres pro 
Auabut ? Mill jou ſtand before the Lord with us mu 
Niue, as you commomorute in Pran? Aud ml 
you er for two? Now, not to take Notice of 
tze indiſputa ble Proof theſe Paſſages give us of the 
ancient Prafiice of proying ſor the Pecehſed, I. can- 
not but obſerve how — 2 they are limited eo 
the Zarhuriſtical Sacriſice: For the Words that 
immediately follow, are Et commendabis Was nu: 
per Sarerdotem. This Commemoration and Obla- 
cion- were made by the Prieſt, which ſhews: that 
Tereullian did not ſpeak of Private Prayer fas the 
Anſwerer conceives) when he relates the Uſage of 
the Husband praying for his Wife, and the Wife 
for her Husband, and alſo confutes the imagina- 
ry Interpretation he has given us of the Paſſage 
refer d to by the Reaſons : For the Loaves diftri- 


2 * 4 „„ * 


9 * 


'* Neque enim priſtinam poteris odiffe, cui etiam reli: 
gioſiorem reſervas affeRionem, ut jam receptæ apud Demi- 
num, pro cujus ſpiritu poſtulas, pro qua oblationes annuis 
reddis. er ds Erhart. Caltitat, 9 &. f 1d. Ibid. | 
. | 5 *  buted 


them. Oblatio and offerre are the common 
riſtical Terms in the Writings of the- Fathers 


IA 
buted by the Church -wardens were never call 
the Oblation made by the Prieft; nor is our Aur 


thor capable ofproducing one Inſtance ers the 
Legacies of the Deceaſed wete termed Sacriſices ſar 


Thus Et offers & tinguis &. Sacerdos es tilidt ſalua, 
are Tertullians Words; and again, Antymbecilia 


HUME, 
aliquis fone vi ſitat ur, aut [4 , 
aut Dei ſerma +; adminiſtratun. Nays Sn Cyprian: 


plainly ,interprets.the, Ph taſe of offering; fora To 


one, of the: Euchariſtical Sacrifice. I bam ſays 


he, that. ſome. of the Presbyters haue already fegen te 


commuvicate with Lapſers, and offer for alm and. 
give them the, ¶ Euchariſt Indeedauthe univenſak 
Conſeat- of the ancignt Liturgies in offaring the 
Euchariſt ical Sacrifice for the Dead: as well as the 
Living, and the Teſtimony: of the 44th Canon of 
the Council of en which plaigly Jatimates 


that the Dead uſed ta be commended ite Godoby; 
the.Oblatign of the Euchariſt even at their Fune: 


ral & Solemnities, do. abundantly; confirm the: 


Conſtruction, our Autkor finds. Fault, wichg and: 
due e ee roundleſa Opinion. 
Nor let it he ſaid that the Paſlages produced. from 
Tert ulliam s Treatiſe de Exhori. Caſtitat, ane nut to 


be received, becauſe they, were written when ; he 


bad dran the very Dregi e ff Montaniſm: For 


— —8— — th $a MDs th, A. | ad” © 1 
De Exhort. Caſtit. caps 7. 1 1. 

Andio tamen quoſdam de Presbytaris jam eum ſap-· 

lis communicate cœpiſſe, &:offerre pro lis, & Euchariſtiam: 
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dare, Ep, XI. Ed. Rigalts , oo ooh 
* ge 4 y1a Fuoiasncls tl. uh dn sg, bed 
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iſt, I have ſhewn that the Citation from his 
Tract ds Coron. Milit. which was compoſed two 
Years before he tura'd Montaniſt, muſt be inter- 
—.— of the Euchariſtical Offering for the Dead, 
8 the Language of the Latin Fathers, and the 
Practice of the Church. And 2dly, it is obvious 
that he appeals to Prayers for the Dead as a Poſtula- 
tw in the Controverſy, and argues upon them as a 


the Deceaſed, yet I am ſatisfied this is not what your 
Author pleads * for. Why then does he argue a- 
you what he acknowledges is not pleaded for? 
| To put a falſe Gloſs upon the Matter in Diſpute, 
and to enſnare the Reader into an Opinion that 
the Practice contended for was the ſame with 
ſaying Maſs-for the Dead, when at the ſame time 

he owns his Belief of the contrary, is an unac- 
countable Uſage : If he is ſatisfied that Terruliar 
was not produced as an Evidence of ſaying Maſs, 
&c. to what Purpoſe does he tell us that he teſti- 

fies no ſuch thing? deny that, which no Body 
aſſerted ? and argue againſt a Propoſition, which 

he knew was diſown'd? Our Author knows well 
for what End he made uſe of the Word Maſs ; 
He is. not unacquaiated with the Force of that 
Term, and how eaſie it is to prejudge the Peoples 
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Reaſon by an luſinuation of Popery; and tho he 
cou'd not hut acknowledge what he knew to be 
true, viz. That the learned Author of the Reaſons 
did not ſuppoſe that this Father meant that Maſs 
was ſaid for the Deceaſed, yet he was reſolved 


not to loſe the Advantage of ſo effectual an Ex- 
preſſion: Thus he has rea ſon'd himſelf into Con- 
tradition and Inconfiſtency, ' and charged his 
own Evidence with prevaricating Circumſtances: 
He acknowledges he has been beatinp the Air, 


and fighting with his Shadow; that he has been 


arguing without an Adverſary, and pleading 
without a Cauſe. He has intimated Popery where 
he owns there is no ſuch thing, and inſinuated the 
Corruption of the Maſs, where he is ſatisfied ſuch 
an Inſinuation is falſe. Well! But did he plead 
for it, yet it doth not appear neceſſary any more thin 
the trite” Immerſion in * 2 —.— &c. Now, that 
Tertullian did not plead for faying Maſs: for the 
Dead, I readily acknowledge againſt all the Ad- 


vocates of that corrupt Practice; but that he is 


expreſs for the recommending the Deceaſed in 


the Euchariſtioal Service; has already been ſnewd; 


and that he does not make it more neceſſary than 
the trine Immerſion in Baptiſm, is what the An. 
ſwerer has not attempted to prove: The Contra · 
ry may eaſily be demonſtrated. For the trine 
Immerſion is nothing but a Ceremony attending 


the Adminiſtration of Baptiſm, but the Offering 


for the Dead is an Act of Charity and Commu- 


nion, of the Subſtance of Religion, and Eſſenti- 


al to the Euchariſtical Adminiſtration : For it is 
as neceſſary that we offer up the Repreſentative 
Sacrifice of our Lord for the fame Ends for which 
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it was inſtituted, as that we offer it at all; and the p. 
one is as much a Part of the loſticution as the o- th 
ther: If then it was inſtituted for the Benefit of ai 
. all the Members of Chriſt's Church, for the Saint: 
„ - departed, as well as the Faithful that are ſtill in 
the Body, we cannot exclude the Dead from our ſwe 
Oblat ions, and perform the Inſtitucion. But, that 10 
it was ordained for the Advantage of the whole 
Body, and to apply the Croſs of Chriſt to every firs 
Member, whether in this World or out of it, I cel 
appears from the Practice of the ancient Chriſti - the 
ans teltified by Tertullian. It cou'd not be awful a 
to offer it for the Dead, if they had; not been tha 
included in the Inſtitution, becauſe a poſitive Or- the 
dinance can convey no Benefit but from the In- .;; 
ſtication ; and yet it is plain that this Father go 
thought the Deceaſed advantaged* by it; for he Big 
fays, pro anima e jus orat, & refrigerium interim ad- ſuc 
poſtulat ei, & in prima Reſurtettone conſortium, & not 
fert annuis diebus dormitionis ej us. She prays for De 
his Soul, and petitions for his Refreſhment, and that he vic 
may have a Part in the firſt Reſurrection, and makes his 
an Oblat ion for him upon the Anniverſary of his Death: W 50, 

I ſay, it cou'd not be lawful to offer the Sacrifice MW wh 
for any other Ends than thoſe of the Inſtitution, MW jc; 
becauſe we can neither add to nor detract from a hee 
_ Poſitive Law, without the higheſt Preſumption, WM jr , 
and the moſt notorious Breach of the Divine Com- tj 
mand. But farther, Tertullian does not ſeem to fer 
intimate the leaſt Equality between trine Immer- MW or 
fron and Oblations for the Dead: This Practice be MW it a 
rather places upon the Level with Baptiſm, and poſ 
the trine Immerſion with the Anniverſary Celebra- W Ber 
tion. As he thought Baptiſm an indiſpenſable Bad 
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Duty, tho? trine Immerſion was not; ſo he might 
think the Offering for the Dead a neceſſary Pra- 
ice, tho? the Anniverſary Solemnization of it 
Againſt the Teſtimony of S. Cyprian the An- 
ſwerer has nothing to object, but only that it does 
not appear that he thought it abſolutely neceſſary al- 
ways to pray for the Dead at the Euchariſtick* #3 5 
fice. His Practice ſnews his Opinion of the Ne- 
ceſſity of it: For we cannot ſuppoſe he wou d offer 
the Sacrifice for the Dead, if he had not thought it 
was inſtituted for that End; nor cou'd he thin 
that an unneceſſary Uſage, which he believed to be 
the Inſtitution of Chriſt. Nor is he ſingular in 
this Point; for he ſpeaks of it as an ancient Cu- 
ſtom, and fixes no Beginning to it: He ſays the 


Biſhops that were his Predeceſſors decreed, that 
ſuch. as made Clergymen their Executors ſhou'd 
not be named in the Euchariſtick Prayer for the 


Deceaſed, which ſhews that the contrary was a ſer- 
viceable Ulage, and was not introduced either in 
his time, or in the time of his immediate Ance- 
ſtors: For how cou'd they be deprived of a Cuſtom 
which was not then in Uſe ? or be puniſhed with 
being excluded the Liſt of the Deceaſed,” if it had 

been no Privilege to be commemorated? Now, if 
it was an immemorial Uſage in the middle of the 

third Century, if it was a beneficial Practice to of- 

fer for the Dead, can we derive it from a later 

Original than Chriſt and his Apoſtles, or helieve 
it an uncommanded Solemnity? Can we think a 
poſitive Inſtitution ſhou'd convey an uniuſtituted 
Benefit, or the ſupernatural Advantages of the 
Euchariſtical Oblation be extended to thoſe for 
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whom it was not ordained ? But, ſays the Anſwer 
er, Without it can be proved S. Cyprian thought, that 


8 
h * 


all the Cuſtoms that were uſed in the African Church 


were u Hg neceſſary to all other Churches af. 

terwards, his Practice won't come up to your Pur- 
Difference between a Ceremony and the Subſtance 
of Religion? between a diſciplinary Proviſion, and 
a conſtituent Part of the Chriſtian. Worſhip ? 8. 
Cyprian might not think all the Cuſtoms of the 
African Church indiſpenſably neceſſary to other 
Churches, and yet he might think thus; of Prayers 


for the Dead. Matters of Circumſtance and Ritual 


Injunctions are different in different Churches, but 
Acts of Charity and Benevolence, of Affection and 
ee are the common Duty of the whole 
W395 eee pid iow s ds and 
What follows, concerning the Alteration of the 
Diptychs, & and the reducing the Particulars, of 
the Church-Catalogue in the ſucceeding Ages of 


Chriſtianity, no ways affects the Queſtion, be- 


cauſe, tho the Names of all the Faithful were not 


recited, yet were they included in the general 


The Anſwerer goes on 1. Bar ſuppo ing s. Cy orien 


did really think, it neceſſary to r the Dead at 
the E A — * prove it to be 
| /o, Under Favour: th 
ther of the Reputation and Antiquity of S. Cypri- 
an, unoppoſed by any one Church or Writer in the 
purer. Ages of Chriſtjanity, will vaſtly overbalance 
a modern Practice, and outweigh the Contradicti- 
on of the ſixteenth Century: The Martyr himſelf 
flouriſh'd within leſs than an hundred and fifty 
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he Teſtimony of a Fa- 
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er. MW Years of the time of S. Joby, and yet he appeals to 
has a Decree of his Anceſtors, which excludes all ſuch 


rech as ſhou'd nominate Clergy men for their Executors 
. from the Oblation for the Departed, which conſe - 
ur- quently muſt have been a Practice before this De- 

no cree. Nor is there the leaſt Intimation as if this an- 
nce cient Synod thought it of modern Commencement, . 
and or of late Original: Thus we have the Evidence of 
S. a whole Synod, earlier than S. Cyprian 's time, we 
the have the united Teſtimony of Numbers and Anti- 
her quity. If a Conciliary Aſſembly of Biſhops ſo near 
yers the Age of an Apoſtle cou'd not trace the Begin». 
ual. ning of the Cuſtom, if the whole Church is ſilent 
bur of the Time when it was firft uſed, we muſt be- 
and lieve it began with Chriſtianity, and acknowledge 
ole it of Divine Inſtitution. But ſuppoſe S. Cyprian 
thong ht it neceſſary to giue the Euchariſt toChildren,&C.. 

yet this doth not prove the thing was & neceſſary. That 

3 of the Martyr thought the communicating of lafants 
of a2 neceſſary Practice, the Anſwerer has not attem- 
be- pted to prove; this Ohjection therefore muſt fall 
not of courſe. However, that the Reader may ſee 
ral W why Prayers for the Dead are inſiſted on as neceſſa - 
"Lf ry, tho? the Communicating of Children is not, | ſhall 
ian WW tranſcribe a Paſſage from the learned Author of 
% I the-Defence, which, .tho! offer'd upon another Oc- 

o be caſion, comes fully up to our Purpoſe. The 
Fa- « Church, ſays e, has thought fit to diſcontinue 5 
pri- « ſome of theſe Uſages, whereas. Prayers. for the . 
the Dead have been all along practis d till the fix- - 
nce il © teenth Century. So that here is a plain Dif= 
cti- «+ ference made between one and the other. 2dly, 
ſelf W © Prayer for' the Dead is of greater Importance 
fty than the reſt. An Article of the Creed looks 
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tale its Riſe not long before S. Cyprian's Time, and 
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* concern'd in the firſt, and the Communion of 
%% Saints not throughly anſwered without it. 
No this Conſideration is ſufficient for Diſpa- 
ec rity and ö Preference.” ' © © _ * . 
The Anſwerer is of Opinion that Victor was 
« under a fort of Excom munication for contem- 
„ ning the Decrees of the Synod, and therefore's. 
& Cyprian did not think fit, that he ſhould have 
« the Honour of having his Name inſcribed in the 
« * Djprychs.” And indeed he is much in the 
right of it: Now Excommunication is an Act of 
ſpiritual Authority, by which the offending Perſon 
is ſhut out from the Benefits of Church;Communi- 
on: If then S. Cyprian look'd upon the excluding the 
Dead from the Euchariſtical Prayers as a ſnutting 
them out from Communion, *tis plain he wou'd 
have thought the preſent Age had excommunica- 
ted the departed Saints, and made a Rupture in 
the Chriſtian Society : Where there 1s no Sacrifice, 
no Oblation for the Dead, no conſtant Prayers of 
the Church put up for them; where the Commu- 
nication is thus withdrawn, there the Union muſt 
ceaſe, and the Relation be diſſolved. But rhe fir 
Part of the Sentente relates to a Cuſtom which ſeems to 


| ſoon expired when the Church ceaſed to be | perſecuted. 
I ſuppoſe our Author means the Cuſtom of inſcri- 
bing the Names of the Faithful in the Diprychs; 
and here we have his Conjecture that it was not in 
uſe long before S. Cyprian, but he has offer'd no- 
thing to convince us of the Reaſonableneſs of that 
Conjecture; he ſays indeed, that the Intention of 
the Church in uſing theſe Ceremonies (as he calls them) 
was to encourage Martyrdom, and a bold Confeſſion of 
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the Faith. But how is this conſiſtent with what he 
obſerved: before, that it was the Cuſtom to inſcribe. 
the Names of ALL the. Faithful in ih Dey 2 


Cou'd that be the peculiar Encouragement of Mar- 
tyrdom, which was common to all the Faithful? 
or that the Privilege of the Stale, which was equal- 
ly, the Benefit of every Member of the Church? 


Cou'd the Primitive Chriſtians deſign ta encourage 


Martyrdom, by commemorating thoſe that were 
not Martyrs? or to reward the Sufferings of the 
Confeſſors, by an honourable Mention of thoſe. who: 
had not ſuffered by Confeſſion ? The being earoll'd 
in the Diptychs was the common Privilege of all 
that departed in the Sign of Faith, and yet the anci- 
ent Church ſhew'd a pecnliar Reſpect to the Me- 
mory of the Martyrs, which conſiſted in ſetting a- 

part a particular Day for the Commemoration of 

them. . Martyrum paſſiones & dies anniverſaris com- 
me moratione celebramus. We ſolemnize, the Suffering: 
of the Martyrs upon the annual Return of their Mar- 

tyrdom, || ſays S. Cyprian. However, whether the 
Cuſtom of reciting the Names of the Dead at the 
Altar be of the greateſt Antiquity and of Apoſto- 
lical Inſtitution, (as Card. Bona ** aſſerts in contra- 
diction to the Anſwerer) or, whether it began a 
little before the Time of S. Cyprian, the Argument 
will ſtill be the ſame. For we contend - for the 
Subſtance of the Practice, not the particular Form 
and Manner of Performance. The. reciting the 
Names is nothing but a Circumſtance of Diſcipline, 


and is alterable at the Will of the Church; it the 


Oblation be made for the Dead, the Particularsare 


included, and the Deſign of the Iuſtitution ſuffici- 
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ently anſwered. Our Author owns 'twas the Cu- 


ſtom to inſcribe the Living as well as the Dead 


in the Dzprychs, but he will hardly ſay the Offering 
the Sacrifice for the Living was an uninſtituted 


Practice. Why then ſhow'd it-be eſteemꝰd ſuch ſor 


the Dead? If the ſuppoſed late Beginuing of the 
 Diptychs be no Argument againſt the Neceſſity of 
the one, why ſhov'd it be any againſt that of the o- 
ther? Tho' the Method of mentioning the Names of 
the Deceaſed at the Oblation for the Dead ſhow'd 
he allow'd to be not much earlier than S. Cypriev's 
Time, it will not follow that the Oblation itſelf is 
of the ſame Original, any more than the modern 
Uſe of 1 in Baptiſm ſhews that Sacta- 
ment to be of modern Beginning; for tho' this 
Circumſtance might expire, when the Church ceaſed 
ro be perſecuted, yet the Oblation itſelf has never 
been reſected, nor the Practice diſcontinu'd till 
the ſixteenth Centur g. 
The Apoſtolical Conſtitutions are the next that beat 
Teſtimony to-the ancient Uſage of praying for "the 
Dead The Anſwerer rejects their Evidence; be- 
cauſe they are ſpurious, (that is, I ſuppoſe, ' becauſe 
they don't belong to the Perſon, whoſe- Name 
they bear) and alſo becauſe they are interpolated. 


To this I anſwer; that they ate not urged: as the 


Writings of S. Clement, but as a Collection of Apo- 
ſtolical Traditions, ſuch as were originally receiv- 
ed from the Apoſtles, and preſerved by the 
Churches to whom they preached, (as Dr. Grabe 
judges of that-Part of them which is called the 
* aa of the Apoſtles) as a Plan of the Primi 
tive Diſcipline and Worſhip, and not as the Work 
of a particular Man: No, that they do contain a 
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urge Deſcription of the ancient Practice, is evis" 
denc from the great Antiquity they bear, which. 
| have ſhew'd from a numeronsCrowd ofunexeep- 


tionable Authorities to be at the loweſt as high as 


the Third Century. And yet Dr. Beveridge hay 
offer d no contemptible Reaſons in Proof of G- 
mens Ale xandrinuss being the Author. However, 
the Name might be added by Miſtake, and the 
Work miſcalled upon the Conjecture of a later 
Hand. The ſecond Epiſtle of the Roma 8. Cla- 
ment, tho', it may be, wrongly attributed to that 
Apoſtolical Father, is yet almoſt of equal Autho» 
rity, becauſe of equal Antiquity : And the ſame 
may be ſaid of many valuable Tracts, falſly attribu⸗ 
ted to other ſucceeding Fathers. So thoſe Paſs 
ſages in the Conſtitutions, which are agreeable to 
the unconteſted Writings of the earlieſt Ages f 
Chriſtianity, may fairly. claim a Share among 
the earlieſt Evidences of Primitive Ufage. Since 
ſomeParts ofthem are beyondDiſpute of the gteat · 
eſt Antiquity, tis to no Purpoſe to urge their In- 
terpolation: For that which is neither modern 
nor corrupt, which is conſonant to the Purity, 
and agreeable to the Age of the Primitive Church 

muſt be ſuppoſed uninterpolated; where there is 
no Ground for Suſpicion, no Mark of Interpolati- 
on, there common Equity, and this very Objecti- 
on, which ſuppoſes ſome Part of them to he genu- 


ine, will oblige us to acknowledge the Teſtimony, 


Againſt the Teſtimony of S. James Biſhop of Ni- 
ſbis, it is objected, 1 ſt, That it relates only to pri- 
vate Prayer, And 2dly, That Yaleſius gives mcon- 
teſtable Proof againſt the Credit of Theodoret, in-re- 
lation to ſome Miracles done by * Niſibenſis. To the 
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Sirlt 1 anſwer, That A; 777 could not pray for a 
dead Perſon, unleſs he had thought ic a law ful Pra- 
ice, and 1 have before proved that it cannot be 
law ful and not eee but if it be neceſſary, 
that Necedity muſt reſult f from the Nature 
Communion, and muſt conſequently. make it of 
publick Obligation. Belides, if we interpret this 
Prelate's Practice in, concurrence with the eanci - 
ent Writers and Liturgies, we may fairly conclude 
him an Evidence even of the publick Uſe of Proy- 
ers for the Dead; for ſince we find no e 
in 1 be but the univerſal Conſent of the 
early Fathers, for it, we cannot ſuppoſe Niſibenſu 
went upon any other Principle than that of his 
Predeceſſors and Contemporaries, which made it 
ually the Duty of the Church. and private Per- 
Wo to, ſupplicate for the De parted... As o 2 
ſecond Objection, our 1 i is Fe 
ken to call that} incameſtable Pri 
Proof at all. Yaleſous 7 au oy Rinde E. 
in Fora Mong, ja in ſaying, that the ſecond Siege of 
as raiſed at the Prayers of 8, 2 646 Biſhop 
97 0 it for that Siege, ſays 2255 2 99 7 N 
Year 350, at whic Ti ime Yologeſus was. hop 
Ni(ib,. and not “ James, but 956 he had before 
obſerved, that Theodaret had confounded. the two 
Sieges of N:ſbis together, ſo that James might be 
Biſkap there at the Time of the firſt Siege, tho? he 
was not at the time of the laſt ; and 10 this is 
true in Fact, appears from the Continuer of Euſe- 
bius's Chronicon, whoteſtifies that Niſibis was belie- 
ged in the Year 339, that S. James was then 
Wen it Werren an his * Prayers. 


Vater. Annot. in 11h. 1 11. Hiſt. Fe. —_— p. 28. + Hie- 
n e 0 Scalig. Tbeſ. Temp. 71 
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The Anſwerer proceeds to the Teſtimonies pes 5 | 
duced from S,.Cyrit of Jeruſalem, S. Ambroſe, S. 5 1 
piphanius, S. Chryſeſtom, and 8. 1 in. If, your 12 55 
thor, ſays he, can prove jt nece e reſtore ＋ Ve! 
Uſages 7: theſe holy Men, I own 
point. This Objection i is foreign to the ey Ang] 
unleſs Uſage and Evidence be the ſame, They, 
were cited chiefly for Teſtimony, and where their, 
practice was mentioned, it was offered as 4 Cory, 
roborating roof of their believing, it a neceſſary, 
Caftora., Thus S; Cyril js "declared to report, 
« That, twas the Ga om of the Church to, pray 
« for all the Faithful deceaſed, in_the Communion. 
& Service. S. Ambroſe is quoted as ſaying, that « 
the Memory of Valentinian and Grati an fond ne 
ver be e in the Enchariftick | Oblation, 


M 


piphanius 
r "the 


Is are ge: 45 aking the 1 ng 1 8 
Dead Part 0 e $ Hereſy, F, which i is a t 


proof that the whole Church practis d it . 5 lf 
ford up n me „ | 


Time, otherwiſe he muſt have 
Part of the Communion to have been neee. 85 


Chryſoftomig cited |||| as declaring the very Office of 

a Prieſt K e lang other things, in begging 
the divine Favour, not only for the Linn, 7 

tbe Dead. And E, S. len is 2 
teſtifying, that tas the Cuſtom of the Unixverſal 
Church to pray for the * 2 But, ſays he, Sup- 
poſe S. Cyril was for the Invocation of Saints, will you 
Author think it is neceſſary for us to do | ' ſo? This 

latimatioa is altogether groundleſs; for S. G 
was not for the Invocation a Saints þnor can 4 


n 


. 
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Gentleman produce the leaſt Evidence of hisCharge; 
thoꝰ if we ſhou'd ſuppoſe him ſingulawin a Cloſet- 
Prat ice, this wou'd be tio Bar to his Evidence, no 
Objection to his Teſtimony. Cou'd we doubt of his 
Veracity for no other Reaſon hut a private Miſper- 
ſuaſion ? At this rate it won'd be impoſſible to know 
what was done in the Ages before us: There are few 

Hiſtorians of an Uniformity in Principle, not many 
Writers that wholly agree in Sentiment. Muſt this 
then be a Plea againſt their Authority? And muſt 
we depend only ppon the Relation of him that 
thinks as we think? Sincerity is often an Atten- 
dant upon Error, and Integrity join'd, with Miſper- 
ſuaſion. If S. Cyril had been miſtaken in a Matter of 


"0 Opinion, he con'd not have miſconftrued a pub: 


lick Practice; he cou'd not teſtifie that the Church 
pray'd for the Dead, if it bad not been ſo; for 
this was done in the'Face of the World, and might 
have been contradicted by every Communic ant. Be- 
ſides, he does not ſtand alone in his Evidence for 
this ancient Practice, he has the Concurrence of 
Tertullian and S. Cyprian, and the united Conſent of 
the Fathers before quoted, which cannot be faid 
of the Invocation of Saints, even tho this Father had 
patronized that Corruption. In a word, there 1s 
no Proportion in the Parallel, and conſequently no 
Force in the Argument. 

_ Againſt S. Ambyoſe it is objected, that che Prayer 
which is cited from him, was for one that died * un- 
: baptized. Tis true indeed, that the Emperor Ya- 
lentinian died without actual Baptiſm; but he was 
reſolved and prepared to receive it, and 8. An- 


he cou'd reach him, he heard the News of his being 
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 broſe was going to him to adminiſter it, but before 


him to the privileges 


men 
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murther'd by * Maximm. Bis Want of Baptiſm 
was not his Fault: The Performance of the pre- 

paratory Duties, the Ardency of his Deſire, and 
the Reſolution of his Mind, as it entitled him to 
Baptiſm, ſo it was thought by 5 Ambroſe ro entitle / 
kit, and ro give him a Right 
to. the, T Commemoration.” This, 1 ſay, was 8. 
Ambroſe's Opinion, which, whether it be defenſi- 
ble or not, is a plain Proof that it was then the 
practice of the Church to pray for the Pead ; for 
he cou'd not miſtake the Subject of thoſe Prayers, | 


if it had not been the Cuſtom to uſe them at all, 


nor wou'd he have pretended to honour the Ee 
peror's Men 1 by what he knew to be an Inno- 


vation in the molt ſolemn Part of the Chriſti 
Worſhip, ... | 


8. Ef ens Teſtimony i is thdedyonred to de 


| ſet alide, becauſd be puts ſame things into the Lift of | 


„ which have no Relation at all ro the Funds. 
s of || 7 4 8 But has the Anſwerer of- 
fered any thing to ſhew that he is in the wrong 
in ſo doing? Or does he think the wal. 

Limitation of Hereſy by the modern Age to Fun- 
damentals, is to he os ived in oppoſitiqn to a pri- 
mitive Writer? Every immoral and Anti-chrifh- 
an Doctrine is heretical ; To teach the Lawfalneſs 
of Murther, or to preach np Adultery to write in 
Defence of Drunkenneſs, or to vin ſicate Repbelli- 
on upon Priaciple,. are all of them ſo many 
Branches of Hereſy; ; and yet I conceive. our Au- 
thor will find it difficult to ſhew, that theſe have 
any more Relation to the Fundamentals of Chri- 


Hereſie 


ſtianity than oe Particulars he Won charge! 2 5 


Mrs ee ONE. z 


ED. —— Funeb, ae Obit, valent. 1 md. 5 IN 
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this Ake Biſhop. B ys he); it 1 uſia for 
1 92 anius te ravk Sch Heretic li. 

t this Father in his Catalogue of Hereſies in- 
cluded ſuch Schiſmaticks as were allo tainted with 
heretical Opinions, is readily acknowledged; but 


that he number d thoſe, who had no 1 5 Guilt, 
but their Schiſq, among oy, Patrons of Hereſy 
or that there ever was a 1g 75 without a Here Ys 


is more than the Anſwerer has proved. He gots, 
on; After. all, it doth not 4752 that Epiphanius 
chought t the rejelting Prayers for the Dead was an He. 


| | reſy « But he rec lon Aerius an eretick or leaving 


the Church, »por Pretence that Prayers ; or the Dead 


nere f mlamful, This Reaſon. is no where jnti- 


mated in Epiphanius; » Aerius is there char 74% 
Hereſy, and the Particulars of that Charge ate de- 
quality of 
$ of the Cht 
ſtian Paſſover, of the Unſerviceablenefs of Prayers 
for the Dead, and of theNo-Necellity of || Faſting; 
makes no Piſtinction between them, 197 97 5 


cuſes him for the Doctrines the mſelves, with out 


2270 Regard. to his Diviſion from the Ghoſh,” of | 
the leaſt Hint of the Indifference of one or all of 


them. Nay, he vindicates the Practice of praying 


for the Departed as a beneficial Service, and in 
expreſs Terms declares it to be a neceſſary Uſage, 
** founded upon Tradition. "of which the three 
perſons of the ever-bleſſed Trinity were the Foun 
tain and Source. And indeed, if it cou'd be pro- | 


ved, which it cannot, that Epiphanius did not make 


the —.— Office part of Aerius's Herely, 
yet his Te imony | is $ expres againſt hi 2 
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and full to our purpoſe; for he aſſerts not only 
the Lawfulneſs, but the Neceſſity. of the Practice, 
and at the ſame Time teſtifies, that it was convey- 
ed down from the Fathers of the Church, and was 
of immemorial ſtanding, Beſides, the Communion 


— 


of Saints is an Article of the Creed; we are obli- 


ged to believe the Union of theLiviag Faithful with 


the Dead, becauſe we are obliged to believe the | 


Unity of Chriſt's Body. But every. one knows, 
that the Cement of this Union in the myſtical 

dy of Chriſt is the Euchariſt, and Prayers offer 
up in vertue of the Sacrifice; how then can we 
hold Communion with all the Members of CARS 
Body, when we deſtroy the very Foundation o 


that Union with the gteateſt Fart of them? If 


there be no [Intercourſe or Correſpondence, no 
mutual Services, no Communication in ſpiritual 
Offices, how do we partake of the 8 
Memberſhip, or enjoy the Conmunzon.. of Saints 

And yet the Beliefof that Communion is an Arti- 


cle of Faith, and the Denial of an Article of Faith 


is Hereſy even in Modern Divinity. 
The, Anſwerer objects againſt S. Chry/oftow, that 
he thought it lamſul to pray for the Souls of "wicked 
* Men, &c. I have often obſerved, that the pri- 
vate Sentiments of particular Fathers, how-excep- 
tionable ſoever, are no Argument agaiaſt their 


Evidence. A Heathen may be a Man of lategri- | 


ty, notwithſtanding his Heatheniſm. The Ver- 

tues of Morality are not confined to a right Per- 

ſuaſion, nor Sincerity inſeparable frqm unerring 

Sentiments. Tho? S. Chryſoſtom might be; miſta- 

ken in particular Opinion, he canuoz be charged 
iſrepreſen 


with a 
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tation of Fact; he might err 
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rity, and the lmputation'of Schiſm upon him h 


"3 thority of 


| ceſlary Duty to a Diſciplinary InjunRion. © 


ceived.” He muſt know what was the Practice of I den 


Anſwerer has nothing to oppoſe but a particular 


Countenance of the early Writers of ring, 
nor the Practice of the Church. And the fame 


neſt of praying for a Martyr; for the Anſwerer owts 


f 3 . ell . "IB. «ek 
that are widely different from the Sentiments of the 
Cory to moſt of the Fathers which he has | cited. 


ih is Reaſoning, when bis Senſes could not be des 


the Church, being himſelf in the higheſt Station Iſl /-- 


| of it; and this he declares was to pray for the | ing 


Dead as well as the Living. But does he fo much Il whi 
as intimate, that it was the Cuſtom of the Church Il has 


tao offer for Sinners? or does he deliver it as any If his 


other than his private Opinion? Thus the Rea: Fra. 


der may ſee the Difference. We urge the Teſti. an 


mony of this Father in'a Matter o 28 Pra- ſtia 
ctice, where he neither cou'd be deceived, nor I the 
deceive ot hers, becauſe every Body might haye Cor 
contradicted him, if he had related a Falſhood; Eſſe 
where his Sentiments are agreeable to the ancient dio 
Church, and his Evidence corroborated by the 
Conſent of the Primitive Writers: To this the 


Noſtrum, an Opinion, for which be had neither the 
may be ſaid of S. A»ſtir's Notion of the Unlawful- 


this to be a Singularity in that Father, and that 
thoſe Opinions of his concerning the State of rhe Diad, 


learned Author (of the Reaſons) are alſo central. 
What follows concerniug the Subject of Autho- 


unduly brings in ancient Cuſtoms, againſt the direct Au- 

4. Church of whit h be # 4 || Member, has 
no Relation to the Merits of. the Cauſe: For ve 
muſt obey God rather than Man, and preferr a Ne- 


+ No Neceſlity, p. 32. f Id. p. 33. The 
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dence of the Greek Liturgies, the Gali aud A. 
22 Miſſals, and che Ordo Romani: by object- 
ing their Agreement in ſome — Practices, 
which, ſays he, your Aut hor doth not plead * for. He 
has not thought. fit to 22 ace e of 
his Aſſertion, nor to inform us in hat kind of 
practices they agree. Our Diſpute is concernin 


ſtian Worſhip, che Communion Saints: Unleſs 
therefore his Inſtances are of the ſame neceſſary 
concern with this, of the ſamne Obligation and 
Eſſentiality, bis Argument will fall ſnort of Convi- 
tion, and his Objection will loſe its Force. But 
be that as it will, whether they agree or not in 
ſome Practices, which are nor eaded for, the 
Caſe will ſtill be the ſame: nor plea Agreement 
with one another, i in Eoncradigion to 7 Pra- 
dice of the ancient Church, is nothin but Agree- 
ment in Error; but where they conform to Anti- 


Chriſtians, there their Teſtimony is unexception- 
able: In the firſt, their ſuppoled Agreement is 
64d condemn'd by the early Fathers of the Church, 
"rhe ia the latter it is acknowledged and corroborated; 

4. in the one they divide from the firſt Chriſtians, in + 
the other they are one with them; in the ſuppoſed 
tho. modern Uſages they ſtand by themſelves, in pray 
that ers for _ Dead carp) have. N e 4 
Au- Conſent. a bt „ 3 1 3% 
has He goes on:  Hew you Author will diſtinguiſh 2 
e cal 2 Pur = y, From S. to s Pu 
Ne- [can't tell. Nor any great Di 

* en Notion of th the — and the D 
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The Anſwerer endeavours to wes ken the 'Byi- „ 


an Article of Faith, an eſſential Part of the Chri- 55 


uity, and preſerve the Doctrine of the Primitive! 


8 # _— 


teen a State of Reſt and: a State of I 


L106 
g Council-of *-Trent. The Diſtinction between no- 
dern Purgatory and the Quotations cited from 8 
Auſtin, is the ſame. as- the Biſtinctinn between 
* 8 Error, between Pleaſure and Pain, be- 
8. 
Auſtin: is quated as teſtibyingy that it was the Cu⸗ 
ſtom of the univerſal Church to pray for the Dead, 
as deſendiag this Cuſtom by an Inſtance Oey 
Maceabees, and confirming his Teſtimony. by 
Practice, in praying for his deceaſed Mother, 2. 
nica. Now it evident from the ancient Litus· 
gies, that the Chu for the Deceaſed as 
reſting inithi Slie of iflecry which is ditectiy oppo- 
ſite to the Angiidebffa e torial Puniſhment; 
If therefore this Father's Teſtimony be taken in 
Concurrante with the Primitive Lit (and 
thus all the ancient Writers onght to be taken) 
it is plain theſe Citations are no ways favourable to 
the Romiſi Pargatory, but, as they evidence the Fra 
Kice of the Primitive-Churohy are altogether de- 
qual Neceſ it; _ 2 2 time dr the: e- 
Necellity o reforming from Popery and:Calvi- 
But let us ſee how! he: proves:the learned 
Author of the Reaſons to ſpeak the Senſe of the 
Council of Prat. The Council, he ſays, ! teaghty 
that the Souls which are dena d in Purgatory (that 
is, in the Torments of a Purgatorial Fire ) 
hely d (from thoſe Torments) by the Prayer 5:of the 
Faithful, and more eſpeciallybythe/ acceptable Sacrifice 
of the Altar, and that theſe Prayers, &C. ara oui to lo 
offered: fon the Faithful, and fuch as die in Chriſt (un- 
der thoſe Tonments.) The Author of the Neu, 
he e ſappeſer e f Wh 
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procure the Bleſſings praye 
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the 
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pointed ont the Particulars in which the A- 
greek conſiſts; for, I believe, no body will de 
able to diſcover it but nee They are juſt as 

raſlel as two uneguallx-diſtant Lines, as Popery 
is parallel to Prote auttlm, or Calviniſin to Pri- 
mitive eine The Council declares the 
Souls of the Faithful to be in Torment, the learned 
Author of the Peſencr declares the Cuntrary; the 


Council Laus, they ſuffer for their Failings, the 


Defenre ſays 5e, Tau are paſs d over, conſequent- 
ly they don't ſuffer for them; the one ſußpoſes 
them detaif'd in Purgatory, the other. aces them 
in a State of Bliſs, which is eſenr/ aly different from 
the Roman Purgation, But he offers a farther Rea- 
ſon to ſnew, that the Defence kreps "Peace with the 
Council which is no other than his ſaying, That 
the Fathers fup roſe this Comme mor ative Sarrifice, the 
moſt e ff ac en M4 runs to propitare God the Father, and 
d + for. And is not this 
true? Can any one deny the icacy of our Lord's 
Inſtitution, the Force of his Sacrifice, or the Pre- 
valence of his Mediation? The A»/werer allows 
Prayers for the Dead to be lawful; ſo do the Roma- 
niſts, does he really think then that he keeps Peace 


wit h the Council? or is he unable to diſtinguiſh be- 


tween what is orthodox in the Decrees of the 
Trent Smd, and what is corrupt, what is old and 
what nem, what Primitive and what Modern? If 
the Agreement of any Doctrine or Practice with 
the Determinations of the Roman Council he ſuffi- 


cient to e it e then ee Faith is 
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Popiſh, and if our Faith, then our Religion is Ph- 
pith alſo. But this Gentleman may know that the 
Commemoration of the Dead at the Altar was a 
Uſage of the ancient Church, before Popery had a 
Being, or the Innovations of modern Rome were 
known; and tho' he thinks it 4s like Purgatory « 

one Apple is like & another, he wou'd have alter'd hi 
Sentiments, if he had read the Definition of Par- 
gatory in the Trent-Carechiſm: The Words are 
theſe ; Beſides, there is a Purgatorial Fire, by which 
the Souls of the Pious are expiated after they have been 
tormented for a determined Time, that a Paſſage may 
be opened for them into the eterrai Kingdom, into which 
nothing that is defiled can + enter. Here we ſee 
that Purgatory is a Fire of Torment and Expiati- 
on, whereas the learned Author of the Reaſons de- 
clares the Interval between Death and the End of the 
| World to be a State of imperfeÞ || Bliſs. Can Tor- 
ment conſiſt with Bliſs, or Miſery. with ee 
How then can the Council and the Reaſon; ſpeak the 
ſame thing, hen they aſſert twocontrary Propoſi- 
ra ber, le 2 Doctrine of the commemorative 

acrifice's being the moſt efficacious Means to propitiate 
God the Father for 2 ary to be as hike 1 
as one Apple is like another; but is there any thing 
of this ia the Definition? The Offering for the 
Departed, as in a State of Bliſs, is directly the 
Reverſe of Purgatory, and overthrows that Do- 
ctrine: Ualeſs therefore the Auſwerer can make 
Agreement and Oppoſition the ſame, he muſt 
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+ Praterea eſt purgatorius ignis, quo piorum animæ ad 

dennitum tempus cruciatz expiantur, ut eis in æternam 
atriam ingreſſus patere poſſit, in quam nihil coinquinatum 
ngreditur. Catech. ad Pgoch. par. 1. p. 50. Ludg. 1676. 


| Reaſons, p. 18. 
2 Mw give 


give up his Argument, and acknowledge 


| 4 


«the Por- 
gatorial Doctrine a Peculiarity of the /Romiſb 
Church; for as the Oblation of the Euchatiſtical 
Elements is a neceſſary and orthodox Practice, tho 
the Offering them as the real and TO TAR Oey 
of Chriſt is a Corruption of Popery ; ſo the Oblati- 
on for the is an orthodox Primitive Practice, 
tho' the Offering for them as in Purgatory. is a No- 
velty of Rome, and a Deviation from the ancient 
S in tA bd US 


, 


| The Anſwerer proceeds to ſum up the Argument, 
and here he has nothing to object againſt the con- 
ſentient Teſtimony of the ancient Fathers, but the 
contradictory Sentiments of particular Writers in 
matters of private Opinion, whereas thoſe yer) 
Writers unite in the Evidence, and teſtify the Cu- 
ſtom of praying for the Dead; And in like manner he 
oppoſes the modern Singularities that are ſuppoſed 
to have crept into the Greek Miſſals, to thoſe Pra- 
aices which are ſupported by ancient Uſage, and 


_ conformable to Primitive Worſhip : He urges No- 
velty againſt Antiquity, Particular Cuſtoms againſt 


Univerſal Practice, and Diſagreement againſt Con- 
ſent. Ina word, we have Tertullian and 8. Cyprian, 
and their Teſtimony of the Ages before them ; we 
have S. Cyril, S. Ambroſe, S. Epiphanius, S. Chryſo- 


from, and S. Auſtin; we have the African Code, 


the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, the Greek, Galican, 
and Moſarabick Liturgies, without the leaſt Oppo 
ſitioa from any one orthodox Writer of the earlier 
Centuries ; we have the Evidence of the univer- 
ſal Church, the Cuſtom, of all the Ages of Revela- 
tion, and the Practice of the whole, Chriſtiag 
Wold. emen 
The Auſwerer, in the next place, rates leave to 


Nr ſome Reaſons why we ſhould not-be-over-haſty-to 


upon the Diſſolution of the Body, unleſs che Com- 


re fach Prayers as are pleaded r. T. 
firſt Reaſon'is, becauſe the Scripture no where cm- 


mand: the Uſe of them: This Argument would ſet 
aſide the Baptiſm of Infants, and the Divine Right = 
of Epiſcopacy, neither of which 'are Yefly to be * 


found in holy Writ. They are to be con- 
cluded 2 3 thence by Männer uss and Collection, 
and ſo are Prayers for 16 Dead, ' We can prove 
the Communion of the Living with the Dead from 
S8. Paul, who, ſpeaking of the Advantages of Chri- 

ſtianit above Judaiſm, gives this Actount of the 
new Piſpenſation. + Te are come, ſays he, unt 
| Mount Sion, and unto the City of. the living God, the 
heavenly Jeruſalem, and to an inumerable Com hy 
Ane, to the general Aſſembly and Churth 225 4 + 
Th 7 Lori wow in Heaven, an Mk 5 
Judge of all, and to the Spirits of juſt Arn | | 
Fell. Now, if the Relatio cation after 1 2 

the Duties which reſvlt from that Relation muſt 
continue alſo; if our Communion with the Li- 

ving lays us under an indiſpenſable Obligation of 
praying for them, that Obligation cannot ceaſe 


munion ceaſes alſo: But the Contiavance of the 
Communion is the Apoſtles Doctrine, and conſe- 
quently the Duty of praying for the Deud, which is 
inſeparable from Communion, is authorized b) 
Scripture: Beſides, the learned Author of the De- 
fence had obſerved, that Tertullian (to whom 
may add, the whole ancient Church) mught belitve 
that S. Paul comprehended the Dead, mhere he «xhorts 
the Epheſians ro make Sup cation for Al Sim. 
They, as they lived neareſt the Times of the * 
ſtles, had more lake: into their Doctrine and 
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ages, and were better furgiſh'd with; Means of 
Interpretation: Their Practice therefore is the: 
beſt Comment upon Scripture; and the? ther R. 
moteneſs. af our time may- ĩncapacitate us 10 un- 
derſtand many, of the Scripture-Idiomg, and naids; 
a Cloyd over the conſequential Doctriges of ia, yes; 
where. we ſind the Primitive Chriſtians harmoni- 
oos in theis Practice, and unanimous in their Sentii- 
ments, unoppoſed: by Scripture and Reaſon there 
boch in Charity and equitahle Conſtructiou we 
may and ought to believe they had ſame Marrank 
a e e 
our Age from the Apoſtolical, 0 8 u ep 
ble of diſcerning. And indeed S-Chry/offamideclares: 
that it was decreed hy the APOSTLES tha in the 
celebration of the tre mendaus Myſieries, Mention-ſbould: 
be made of tham which are departed from not Rut, 
ſays. our Author, Maſes was very pumſtaual in giuing 
cloſa Direſtions in matters of leſs Moment: tiiam tit. 
That Adaſea was not ſo very. punctual in æverytit- 
tle matten as this Gentleman imagine, is plain 
from the Omiſſion of Water in his Acconns: of 
ſprinkling the people with the Blood af thenfr Co- 
venant. Beſides, the Law. of Aeſes as a Ceremos: 

al Religion, and if we ſhau'd allom the Enume/ 


nia Religio. 
ration of the particular Veſtments of the P riaſt, of 
the Veſſels fon the Altar, and ſuch- like Ia junctions, 


to require expreſs Rubrical Directions, it wil nos 


follow that Prayers far the Departed did as neceſ⸗ 
ſarily call for an expreſs Command: In ſe large 
and various a Number of exteriour Rites, a wene: 
the greateſt; Part of the Jemiſh Law, ſome farticn 
lars might have been eaſily over looked, if there had 
been any Ambiguity: in the Letter, or Omiſſion in 
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Hom. 3. in Philip, c. „, + Defence, .. 47. 
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wwe, 


thing like this in the Books of Moſes, therefore we 
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the Directions; but in the Caſe of prayin for 
their deceaſed Friends, Gratitude and Affection, 


the common Duties of Nature and Alliance, the 


very Notion of Communion, and the Belief of a 
Reſurrection, were ſufficient to perpetuate the 


Practice, and continue the Memory of the Obli- 
gation. To ſay, that becauſe we can't find any 


muſt-own it to be a Practice unknown to the Jen, 
or elſe think he would conceal 4 Duty hight pleaſmg 
t * God, &c. is begging the Queſtion with a Wit- 
neſs ; for Moſes has not mention'd the Paſchal Cup, 
which yet was obſerved by our Lord. And indeed 


the very Inſtance of praying for the Dead produ- 
ced from the Maccabees, and corroborated by the 


Practice of the modern Fews, is a Proof that it 
was not concealed: This is a Fact teſtify'd' by the 
Jews themſelves, and rejected only upon our Au- 
thor's Conjecture; nor has he offer'd any thing 
to ſhew that it contradicts the Scriptures or the 
Moſaick OEconomy, which yet he ought to have 
done, if he had expected to ſet aſide either the 


Cuſtom of a whole Nation, or the Evidence of 
ſo early a Writer as the Author of the Maceabees. 


As for the New Teſtament, I have before taken No- 
tice that there is no full and clear Direction for 
baptizing Infants, no indiſputable Text for the 


Divine Right of Epiſcopacy, and conſequentiy 


there can be no Argument drawn from the ſup- 
poſed Silence of Scripture in the Caſe of praying, 


forthe Dead, any more than in that of the Hierar- 


chy: The Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit from the 


Father and the Son is not any where clearly de- 


livered in holy Writ: The very Expreſſions from 
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2 No Neceſſity, p 35. 10 


one, and reject the other, without pre eſeribing to 
anner he 


this to op 


1 Fas Fl A * 8 * A * 4 a 
4 by 4 8 * ö — K 5 L od 2 * N — N 5 * 2 4 23 9 ET 
34 q 2 * F ? ., * 2 . 8. hs - = "IR "TR 4 * 3 * * 8 0 ö * 7 by 
3 - 2 hae", 8 E V : . vn OI p 9 * n * c 2 2 2 * - 25 88 & (NPR 0" Py == W022 * "74 
$f 7 * 1 * wee] * * 4 F " * wh I 2 ,4 y * BY a FFD * 
1 : 4 0 » - > bY : 7 7 * — by . 2 Fa 7257 5 85 5 * * 7 
* . > 1 Y Ls, 4 7 A. * 4 . Þ 3 . - 
+ - < * 
. * * 0 4 N ry : 
7 T A a ” 5 id : 
- % * * - 
. ” 
a 6 : - 
* , 
” 
* 
7 8 
# 5 K ; ; * 
1 1 
1 
4 
: 
n 


_ which we cds hats of tue three 


terſons in ihe Tyviey,. do not 97 themſelves In 
the Language Scripture neceſſarily inferr ſuch 
a Conclaen Fr tho Chriſt ſaid; 7 4 2 Father 
are one, he alſo pray'd, that his Diſciples might be 
ne with him: How then ſhoe'd/we diſtingniſſtBe 
tween the Union of Chriſt wich che Father, and 
the Diſciples with Chriſt? e ſhou'd we =4 
that the former fig nified a — 555 of'Stbftance; 

. Spt in, 


the latter only 4 8 ofthe Cre: 
but from the chnſtant HED | mo reh? 
Nor is iy Oven 2 6 Pray 
or our Enemies, an 7 For 
150 Objector has Himſelf 2 1 ibis 
particular DifeQion, bee; the kom 


mon Uſag * of) the * 2  produck. 


a more Tl Evidence fort 


mending 'the'D ed in dhe Ph 

the Church, than can beine 
Canon of Hol) Scripture; ana 
latter as of Divine Authorl yup 


of the ancient Writers, pig =] 
If there was but equal'Evideht&of this Viagewith 
the Divine Writings, we could not receive” = 


the Deity, and directing him it'what Manne 
ſnould communicate himſelf to the World. Is not 
e the narrow Conceptions of Man to 
the infinite Knowledge of God ? to fathom the 

Depths of Providence by the finite Line of Hu- 


mane Reaſon ?' The moſt ſacred Articles of tbe 


Chriſtian Faith haye been called in Queſtion, which 
yet might have been ag if-it had been the 
Will ef 3 to ma the Revelation of himſelf 
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Times? But, ſays he, 
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be di ec 
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er to ch 

lived not 5 200 

ſwerer « certainly e 0 

after the Birth of 


it has a e 
appears, 


Aj le, FE | not 


e 
others who 1 on 1 


Century, tell us to Wa or 
Pradtice, w ve mer be red was Apoſtolk ll; | 
Cuſtom couꝰd 9 ſoon bec ore. uin aud me 
morial, t at Nas ; not alſo Apoſtolicalt” But, co $5 N- 
tinues the Anſwerer, Tour Author wil 'be put 4 7 to 
hew, what 10 wh the 3 Worſhip, 498 ant aud what 
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tbers of the Two firſt Centuries) have not f men- 


| Fiened; This Lhaye already nſmered, by ſhewing 


that Tertullian, who; mentions Oblations for, the 
Dead 48 an immemorial Cyſtom, was a Father of 
the Second Century: But farther I deſire him to 


produce one Father of the Firſt or Second Century, 


who has mention dall Parts of Do&rine and Wor- 


ſhip now thought neceſſary. They have, it may 


be, one of them mentioned ſome Points, and others 


other Points occaſionally as it fell in their Way; ſo 
(bay perhaps. from all of them together, taking 
rom 0 nd 


From p06 Pha another has omitted, we may fin 
ill that we believe neceſſary within, theſe Two 
Centuries: But then Tertullian comes in as well as 
any of the reſt, and he teſtifies, concerning Prayer 
fer the Dead. But our Author wonders, Tuſtin 
Martyr, who is ſo minute as to give # full Relation 
of every Prattice about the Euchariſt, ſhould not ſpeak 
of the charitable Oblation for the * Dead. Tuſtin Mar- 


yr ſays not one Word of the Uſe of the Words af | 


tation at the Conſecration of the Elements, 
which yet the Auſwerer believes neceſſary, nor of 
the Breaking the Bread, which the Church of Eng 
Jane appoints. and our Lord himſelf practis d. 
Fuſtin therefore has omitted an Eſſential Part of 
the Inſtitution, notwithſtanding the full Rela- 
tion this Gentleman ſuppoſes him to have given. 
And I queſtion, whether he will find any one Fa- 
ther of the Firſt or SecondCentury, who mentions 
evety Particular, which he himſelf thinks eſſential 
to. the Euchariſt : For they none of them wrote 
on ſet Purpoſe to teach all the Eſſentials of Reli- 
gion, and therefore only mention theſe Things as 
— — by 4 — 
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they 


nec y Cuſtoms t here are nom, which they (the Fa- 


gives the fulleſt Account of the Chriſtian 


x — ; * 
12117 
* 1 0 
F . . 4 E * 


. 


© The Learned Author of the Defence I bad ob- 


ſerved, that, ſuppoſing we Have no Mention of 


Prayer for the Dead ia the Writings preceding Ter- 


tullian, that Omiſſion may be accounted for upon 


this Conſideration, that their main Deſign was to 


put an End to Schiſm, to combate Hereſy, to preſs Obe- 
dience to the Governors of the Church, and defend their 


omn Religion. To this the Anſwerer objects, that 
not hing could more naturally lead them to the Men- 
tion of their Rites, Ceremonies and Worſhip, than their 
Apologies, | pra they induſtriouſly made in Defence of 


them againſt. the || Heathens. But Juſtin 25 who 


of any Writer in thoſe Ages, who induſtrioully 
wrote an Apology in Defence of the Chriſtian Re- 


ligion againſt the Heathens, has not 3 
all the Rites, and Ceremonies, nor every neceſſ- 


ry Part of the Worſhip, how naturally ſoever his 
Subject might lead him to it ; nay, he has omitted 
a neceſſary Part of the Euchariſtical Adminiſtra- 
tion, at a Time when he was ſpeaking of that Ad- 


miniſtration, and paſſed over the Eſſential Form 
of Conſecration when he mention'd the Conſecra- 


tion itſelf; ſo that our Author's Conjecture is con- 
trary to Fact: Beſides, it was not neceſſary that 


they ſhou'd deſcend to all the Particulars of Chri- 


ſtianity, in their Apologies for it; there were ma- 
ny things unexceptionable, even to the Pager 
World, which therefore needed no Defence; and 
this js the very Caſe of Prayers for the Dead : They 
were not peculiar to the Chriſtians, but-were pra- 
ctis'd alſo. by the Heathens themſelves, by the 
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they come in their Way, and. ſo much of them as 
was for their preſent Purpoſe, _ nem as 


orſnip, 
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every Point of Doctrine, &c:Their Account of theſ 


5 Ad ordg infor 


4 brief as 
his own Ap er rt Author muſt con 
1 5 Shen mo 


Kites, Ciremonies, and Worſhi 
Church, that is extant; 74 


tumacious, they ſhoulH not have the Bentfit of her Pra- 


Grecian, Indians, * Alle, 1417 7 45 
Perſians, Moores and Arabians Kc. A 0 15 eed, 

it had been otherwiſe, the An/werer's Conſequence 
wou'd not follow ; for Chriſtianity might Have 
been defended without an expreſs Vindication of 
every particular Doctrine and Practice of it. If the 
Chriltfai Religion had been eſtabliſh'd by ſuffici- 


ent Credentials . — the Truth of its Dockline de. 


monſtrated to Comviction, the Particular wod'd 
have followed of courſe, and the general Acknow- 
ledgment won'd' bave include aReception of all the 
Branches of it: For this Reaſon, 0 firſt nh 
Writers were not ſo ſcrupalons of mentio 


Relig jon (as the Defence has 7 0 efron 
eneral, and ü, Marty has al rs nh in t 
us, that Tee g the Do, 


Brine and E eg of the Oh Prans, fr 5575 id h 
Wl an ie is his 140 Account of 


feſs, that 


Oe ws 


— oy 775 Pin ſp 1 
one of the moſt conſiderable Records of Antiquit 
the 4 . What more Fn bs 


ments could theſe Chriſtians uſe , to lee up Obediency 


to the Governor. of the Church , e fo tell the Cott 


ers when they T + died, Now, tho? the Peruſal of 
few Pages A ud be ſufficient to ſatisfie ay yg- 


9 prejudiced R irader , how unfit this Writer is to 
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preſcribe 


„ 


pre ſcribe Rules of Reaſoniag to a Primitive, 
gil; yet. it may be obſerved, that this 8 


cible in preſſmg Obedience to the Church; bow 
then can he pretend to draw any Inference. fram 
the Omiſſion of this? Have the Fathers of the Two 
” 1 83 all Wan ee that 

ave been upon any one Point af Religion? 
u can they be ſuppoſed t have done ſo 


prian's Tima, this was thought, a good Metive ta 
* Obedience, Ge. 8. Cynlan might. png 
as 2 good Motive to preſs Obedience, becauſe, ar 


d difobeyed D chat his Subject not — 
mien e led him to ſpeak of. y- 
ers fox the TD a word, the Diſcourſes of 
the early. Athers being 

er. Schiſvi, ta;enforce; a e Duty, as that f 
bedience to the Government. 25 


b 1 eee e which. required an 


draw auy Argument. from the Omiſſion of 


— 
that, they wut neceſſarily mention more than 


he Corruptigns that have ſprung 
bon. in . Church; but this Objection 
3 form d upon a Suppoſition We the No-Ne- 


ents Ae. 


/ Fay 


2 . ibid | p37 
coſlity 


ſuppoſes there were other Arguments equally for- 


2, Buy, 6 fore, Your Author owns in 'SGys» = 


he lived after the Writers of the-Two-ficlt Con 
1175 27 N 


written againſt Hereſy 


9 he Church, or to vin 
dicate the Groſs/ of their Religion, as pH. ed to 


eration of every, Practice, tis impòſſihle we 
thing any more than another, or conclade 


. Deſign require 
he Anſwerer adds ſome Conſiderations. about 
from thĩs Cu- 
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Chriſt's Body, and a Fractice that is founded upon 


_ a Caſe of ind 


cannot condemu the Chriſtian Sacraments, be- 
cauſe they have been abuſed by the Romaniſts; not 


often abuſed to Intemperance; nor dare we call 
nourable State, tho? the Bed be ſometimes defiled, 
The next 


wat if there be an unwilling Mind, (and ſuch 


| Schiſm from the Church departed, tho' the otliet 


Body ent Grief tro ict be Retrv'of the Proum 
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cellity of Praying for the Departed, muſt vaniſh up- 
on eh abbr ry ＋ Bdentia to Communion with | 


an Article of Faith; for then, as the Author of N- 
Reaſon | ſays very well, No Fear of its Conſequentes WW 
muſt diſſuade from, nor can juſtify the Refuſal of it. 
For, of how great Weight ſoever this Argument c 
might be 2 an indifferent Matter, yet in 2 
ſpenſable Duty we cannot reaſon I 

from the Abuſe of a Practice to the Uſe of it; we : 
P 


ſet aſide the Foundation of our Faith, becauſe it 
has been corrupted by the Socini an: We cannot de- 
ny the Mercies of God in providing for the Suſte- 
nance of our Bodies, tho that very Provifion' is 


Marriage, which is of Divine laſtitution, a diſho- 


and the 1 of the Inſtitution perverte. 

hing our Author attempts to prove, 
is, that there is Matter enough ſtill remaining in (the 
Engliſh) Liturgy for a willing Mind to keep up the fil 
Notion of Communion with departed & Szints; But 


is the greateſtPart'of the Church =p "gr XI 
the Notion muſt be loſt; ſo that in the Anſperir 


own Opinion ſome Part of his Communion are iu 


preſerves a Vaity with them: And'what then be- 
comes of the Contagion of Schiſm? Can we be it 
Union with the Catholick Church, when we are 
one with Schiſmaticks ? be Members of Chriſt's 
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fo and out of the Covenant? This Objection at. 
| beſt ſuppoſes it doubtful, whether the Chy ch of 


England admits of Prayers for the Departed 7 pr ifa, 


Man muſt come diſpoſed to the Price ans and wil- 
ling to embrace any Opportuni ming 4 
charitable Office for the Dead, Es he can 
any ſuch Meaning in the xpre ons of the 255 
Liturgy, it is plain the Words are cM 8 of 2. 
different Interpretation: 44 20 Non, 2 den can "We. 
ſatisfy our Conſciences, and 0 A mere 
Poſlibility of performjogs nec 0 Pag * 
turgical Service is not of ER lnterprecBans 
we muſt mean as the Church or we make 
2 Schiſm in the Publick Workin d if her ge 
be dubious and undertermingd, it is neceſſary 11 5 
the Ambiguity be removed, that we make 
of our Duty, and cut off all Ppobt of Salration: 
But the Obje&or proceeds to his Ialtagces, 
The firſt is the Petition in the Litany ; mem | 
be net, Lord, our Offences, nor Cas ences of | our. - 
Fire-Fathers. This Petition. Teems to. be. 1 155 „ 
to the Supplicants by theWar 80 bh e Peo- oo 
ple are directed to give hl Aſſent to the Fas: 
culars of the foregoing Prayer, _— Kl 
Lord, This 2 relates to eyer/ Bra 
the petition, and is ſu uppoſe ſed to be ſet Ms Ye. 
as if it had been ſaid, Spare, US, Good Fay Her- 
getting our Offences, and the Offences. of our Fore F. Fae 
thers, c. However, ſince this Gentleman owns 
the Paſſage to be capable of this Couſtruction, and 
ſince the Dead are excluded in the Prayer for 
Chriſt's Church, we cannot think the Reformers of 
the Liturgy, wou'd intend a contrary Senſe. in the 
ſame Book, continue in a en ee what 


at i. —____——— 


ms 


— 
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they 


they had exprelly excluded from the Prayer for 
the 1 Church, and deſign an Inconſiſtency, 
when the eaſieſt and moſt natural Explanation, is 


* 


the moſt reconcilable with the other Alterations. 
The next laſtance of Prayer for the Dead in the 
Engliſh Liturgy, is the Petition for Deliverance in 
the Hour o Death and in the Day of * Judgment. But 
here the Interval between Death and Judgment is 
wholly neglected; here is no Regard to the inter- 
mediate Condition; no Conformity to the Anci- 
ent Charch in'Praying for Reſt or the Increaſe 
of Reft to the + Departed. The Praying for Deli- 
_ verance in the Hour of Death has no Relation to 
che ſeparate State, (as the Aofweres * 
is nd more than Petitioning for Grace and Aſſi- 
ſtande while in this Life, that we may, as it is in 
che Viſitation of the Sick, be prepared againſt the 
Hour of Death, that we may not be ſnagch'd 
away. in our Sins, and die without Repentance, 
Belides, this Petition is only for the Living, it re. 
ear s none but ourſelyes, Deliver Us in the 
Jour of Death, &c,” But it is objected, that it re- 
wy to dur Condition after Death; ſo do all our 
upplications for Grace, for Pardon of Sins, and 


for Eternal Life. This is arguing Militant and 
Triumphant to be the ſame, and making Life and 
death ſynonymons Terms. But farther, if Pray- 
ing for ourſelves with a Proſpect of our Condi- 
tion in the next Life cou'd be proved a Prayer for 
the Dead, how wou'd this keep up the full Notion of 
Communion with departed Saints? What Relation 

has a Petition for our mn Deliverance in the Day 
of Judgment to thoſe that are gone before us! 
And what Correſpondence is there between us 


e e 8 


7 * Id. ibid. 1 4 Vide Lityr „S. Cbryſoſt. pap, 78. and 
S, Baſil. 5 · 170. apud Goar. ; ot Ps 7 ; Y 


— 
and 


n 


gin nn” — =, 
and the Departed, when we offer up our Prayers 
for ourſelves alone, and wholly diſregard our de- 
fo ceaſed Friends? Thus the Difference between 8. 
Paul's Prayer, and this Petition in the Litany, is evi- 
1 dent; for. the Apoſtle prayed for One ſiphorus, a dif- 
' BB ferent Member of Chriſt's myſtical Body, but here | 
'm BE we pray for ourſelves: S. Pal. petition d for age 
whom the Defence thinks to have been dead, (which | 
the Anſwerer has not gainſaid) whereas here we 
1— pray for the Living. But | procedſg 505 
- Io the third Inſtance, which is in the Prayer 

| 


ng for Chriſt's Church. Here we-are told, that . 
ſigniſy our Deſire that the Departed as well as qur- 


I ſelves may be Partakers of his heavenly * Kingdom. 

Mi. But the Words in that Prayer are, that we with 

tit them may be Partakers, &c. which may be interpre- | 

the ted, that hen they ſnall enjoy the Kingdom of = 
Wd ; Heaven, We may be P artakers with them; the In- 11 
ice terceſſion is not neceſſarily extended to the De- = 
e. O parted, but may in good Conſtruction be confi- 

% ned to the Liyiag; and that this latter was tde 

, bDeſga of the Compilers, may be thought proba- 


re, ble, from the following Conſiderations: 1ſt, The 
Words immediately preceding ſeem to [expreſs 
that Limitation: The whole Paſſage is this; be- 


— ſeeching thee to give us Grace ſe to follow their (good 
ray⸗ Examples, that with them we may be: Partakers of ' thy 
ndi- heavenly Kingdom. The Ground of our Expecta- 
7 for tion is here made to be the Imitation of their Ex- 


4 71 amples, and tis upon this Condition we pray to 
be Partakers of Heaven. The Petition then is 
Day plainly conditional, but we cannot mean that the 
Departed ſhou'd perform the Condition, becauſe 


us! . 
nul it wou'd be abſurd; ro follow their own Examples, 
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therefore we cannot be ſappoſed to include them 
in the Prayer. We pray that in following their good 
Examples we may be made equal with them, and 
that through the Merits of Chriſt, we may pur- 
chaſe the ſame Reward, and be made Partakers of 
the ſame heavenly Kingdom which ſhall be their 
Poſſeſſion. And 2dly, The Words Militant here 

en Earth, as they are the Title of this Prayer, 
muſt be the beſt Explanation of the ambiguous 

Paſſages in it, and muſt neceſſarily determine 
them to an Excluſion of the Dead; for how can 
we call that a Prayer for the Church Militant, 

which is a Prayer for the whole Catholick Church, 
or that a Supplication for the Living, which alſo 

includes the Dead, any more than we can call an 

Addreſs from Oxford, an Addreſs from the whole 


vi Kingdom; or a War with Faute a War with Eu- 


rope? But here the Anſwerer objects, that it muſt 
be omn d, on all Sides, that the Words Militant here 
on Earth dont entirely ſhut out the F Dead. His Rea- 


ſon is, becauſe we do in very ſtrong Terms praiſe God 


or all thoſe who have died in his Faith and Fear. But 
-what is this to the Dead? We praiſe God for the 
good Examples of the Saints, while they were in 
the Body, and expreſs our Thanks for ſuch as have 
continued unto the laſt in his Faith and Fear; but 
this has no Relation to their preſent Condition, 
nor any Regard to the State of Death ; ſo that 
the additionary Clauſe to the Prayer for Chriſt's 
Church has made no Alteration with reſpect to 
the Faithful departed, tho' if it was allowed to 
comprehend the Dead in our Author's Senſe, yet 


the Caſe wou'd ſtill he the ſame; for the Additi- 


on of a Thankſgiving is not the Addition of an 


pe EI — 
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4 No Noceſſity, Pag. 39. 
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Church militant her: on Earth, and: 


Dead, therefore ſhe. dont remember them in her Pray- 
eri; for (ſays he) tho we don't offer the Sacrament far 
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interceſſion ; but the Words Milieant lem on Eanch 
relate only to the Praying, not to the Thankſgi- 


ving part, Let a PRAY for the whole State of Chriſt's 
conſequently 
exclude what they excluded before, vi. the 
Primitive and REFORMED. Practice of PR. Ar- 
ING :for ; the H¹ͤt en 

He goes on: Ie iö no Argument that becauſe fle 
(the Church of England) mon t offer Sacrifice for the 


Infidels and Hereticks, yet no body can d 
27 ay for * the m. 8 Now, nor to take Notice of the 


impropriety of our Author's Expreſſion of eforing | 


the Sacrament, whereas it is not the. Sacrament ti 
it is offered, I cannot but obſerve, that notwith- 


ſtanding he produced theſe Inſtances to ſhew that 


there was matter enovgh ſtill remaining in the Litur- 
9 (of the Church of England) for 4 willing Mind 
to keep up the full Notion of COMMUNION with 
departed Þ| Saints, he at laſt owns that this Commu- 


nion is no more than what they maintain with Iin⸗ 


fidels and Hereticks. Where then is the diſtin- 


guiſhing Mark of Communion, the peculiar Badge 


of Church-Memberſhip? If Prayer be an Act of 


Charity performed in common for Chriſtians aud 


Heathens, for departed Saints and Infidels, tis 
plain we have not ſufficiently ſatisfied our Duty 
to the Dead by praying for them 3 what then re- 


mains but to give them a Share in the Euchariſti- 


cal Oblation ? For this is the only uncommunica- 
ble Privilege of Chriſtians acknowledged by our 
Author, the only Mark of Relation and Cement 
of Communion. Thus he has effeQually vindica- 


N Neef f an. Mp 38 . 
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deny but 6 


— 


but different Parts of one and the ſame undivided 
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ted the Truth we contend/ for, and brought his 
Inſtances to the full purpoſe of our Argument; 
he has ſheiwn the Neceſſity of mentioning the De. 
_ ceaſed in the Prayers of the Euchariſtick Sacrifice, 
in order to'preſerve the Communion: with the 
Church departed ; he has ſhewn that where this i; 
wanting, the Defe& is no leſs than a Breach of 
Unity, and a Diviſion of the myſtical Body. In 
a word, he has ſhewn that we cannot reconcile our 
Worſhip with an Article of our Faith, even tho 


we commemorate the Dead in our Prayers, unleſs 


they are included alſo in the Euchariſtical Sacri- 
ice. But he adds, * Sacrifices and Prayers for th 
Dead are two things, and ¶ you pleaſe to make the 
Diſtinction, you will eaſily ſee your Author's Miſtake, 
when he ſays, there is a plain Inconſiſtency in our 
Common-Prayer-Book. Under Favour this Di- 
ſtinction does by no means clear up the Charge, 
or ſhew the Accuſation to be a Miſtake; for tho 
Sacrifices and Prayers are two things, yet are they 


Worſhip; and whoever has a Right to the one Part 
as a Member of the Communion, has alſo a right 
to the other; for Infidels and Hereticks are not 
prayed for as Members of the Communion, where- 
as the Anſwerer allows the Supplications for the 
Dead to be an Act of Communion : Is not this 
then a plain Inconſiſtency in the Common-Prayer- 
Book, to acknowledge the departed Saints as 
Members of the ſame myſtical Body with ourſelves 
in one Place, and diſown their Communion in 
another? to pray for them as Members of Chrift's 
ſpiritual Kingdom; and deny them the higheſt aud 
moſt eſſential Privilege of that Memberſhip ? + 
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The next Inſtance of Prayer: ſor th Dead is 
brought from the Communion -Service, here the 
Prieſt petitions hb we and all thy whale Charch - 
may obtain Renziſſion of our Sins, atid al 'other B. 
fits of his Paſſion. +All the whole Church, the . 
ſwerer thinks, includes the whole! Number of 'the 
Fairbful, not only ie Living, but 'the Dead. That 
this Expreſſion of al the whole Churth includes 'the 
Dead as well as the Living,'is certain; but that 
the Senſe is not limited in the Common-Prayers - 
Book, may reaſonably be doubted ;-for it is as cers 
tain, that the Term Church expreſſes the hole 
Number of the Faithful as much as wphole:Chureh, 
and the latter is as capable of 2 Limitation as the 
former; therefore it is called the MHOOEE Stare 
of Chris Church ' Militant here on Earth, and yet 
we find thy Church often made uſe of in other Parts 
of the Engliſh Liturgy without any excluſive Epi- 
thets, which notwithſtanding muſt be acknow« 
ledged to mean no more than the Militant Church, 
or the Aſſembly of the Faithful upon Earth: Thus 
in the Collect for the fifth Sunday after the Epipha» 
m, we pray, that God wou'd keep his Church and 
Houſhold continually in his true Religion; and yet this 
can have no Relation to the Dead, becauſe it ſux 
poſes a Poſſibility of falling from the true Reli- 
gion, which cannot be ſaid of any who have de- 
parted with the Sign of Faith, and died in a State 
of Salvation, becauſe where the Tres falls; tber i 
ſeal lie: If a Man leaves this Life in a State of Sal- 
vation, he can never be damned; if in a State of 
Damnation, he can neyer be ſaved; he isdeter- 
mined either to Happineſs or Miſery; the State 
is fixed, but the Degree of that State is alterable 
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and 
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Lies 
and capable of Improvement; tho* he is happy, 
that Happineſs may be increaſed; and tho! he is 
free from the Clog of a corruptible Body, he is 
deprived of the Advantage of a ſpiritual aud im- 
mortal one; even the Devils themſelves, S. Peter 
and 8. Jude tell us, are reſerved to that Day; 
their State is determined, but their final Damna- 
tion is deferr d to the laſt Ju nt, ſo that there 
is an intermediate Condition both for the Good 
and the Bad. But to proceed; the Collect for the 
fifth Sunday after Trinity runs thus; Gram, O Lord; 
me beſeech thee, that the Courſe of this World may be ſo 
peaceably. ordered by thy Governance, that T HT 
we pray for a Bleſſing upon the Chorch, we don't 
ſay the Church Militant, but in abſolute Terms 
. the Church, and yet it is plain that we mean no 
more by it than that Part of the Church which is 
in the Warfare of this World; for we pray that 
the Courſe of this World may be ſo ordered, a; 
not to hinder the Service, or interrupt the Satiſ- 
factions of the Faithful: So again in the three and 
twentieth Sunday after Trinity, the Church of En- 
gland prays, Be ready, we beſecch thee, to hear the 
devout Prayers of THY CHURCH ;, and yet ſhe 
underſtands by it only the Church of the Living; 
for it follows, and grant that thoſe things which WE 
ark faithfully, WE may obtain effettvolly. Thele, and 
fach-like Inſtances, plainly ſne w the precarious and 
_ uncertain Ground of arguing from the Significati- 

on of the Words Al thy whole Church. Sines then 
it is evident that r does ſome- 
times uſe abſolute Rx preſſions in a limited Senſe; 
ſince it has actually excluded the Dead from that 
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'* 2 Pet. ii. 4. and Ejiſt, S. Jud. v. 6. 
Prayer 


cluded the departed Saint 


Title to che Pre 


t 


prayer in which they were! more particularly com- 
memorated, and which indeed was tlie proper 


Prayer for the Dead, how can we bujld any Satiſ- 


faction upon 4 doubtful'Expt 1? Ho can we 
think that the Church, Which has expreſiy ex- 
$ from the whole State of 
Cbriffs Church, would iinclide- them in rhe whole 


 Charth? that they who in onPatr of theCommuni-- 


on · Service have viſchiydiſd wm d the Practice, ſnoud 
retain it in another? Is not this rather a Satyr 
upon the Church of England, than à Vindication 
of her, to argue her intò inconſiſtency, make her 
Practice contradict itſelf, and raiſe a Civil War in 
her Liturgy and Worſhip? Bur farther the An- 


ſwerer acktiowledges that The won't offer th Shora- 


ment (as he expreſſes Himſelf) for th Dea, who 
conſequently are excluded the higheſt Act of Com- 
munion, and cut off from the eſſential Privileges 

of Church-Memberſhiþ ; ſo that whether theſe 


Words Al thy whole UH, do extend to the De- 


parted or not, the Defect is ſtill the fame, an Ar- 


ticle of our Falth is till ſer "aſide, aud the Com- 5 


mumion f Saints imperfeck. r e by £190 pv Gy \ 
As to the Burial Office, which is the laſt In- 


ſtance of Prayer for the Dead produced by our 


Author from the Common-Prayer-Book, it may 
be ſufficient to obſerve, that this does not re- 
late to the Interval between Death and jadg- 
ment; that if it Be à Supplication for the Dead, 
it is inconſiſtent hi the Excluſive Clauſe in the 
for Chriſt's Church; and laſt- 
ly, that it is no Part of the Euchariſticul Service; 
ſo that if we ſnhou'd allow it the utmoſt Signifi- 
cation this Gentleman contends for, his Argument 
wou'd yet be defective, and the Objection unre- 
moved; we ſhowd yet ſtand off from the Primi- 


tive Chriſtians, make e in the ſacred 9 


of 


[ a” 
of our Lord, and divide from Re target bh beſt 
Part of the Catholick church. 


The Third Branch of, MAPA AE = FTl the In- 

_ vocation, of the Holy Ghoſt to make the Elements 
of Bread and mixt Wine the £ iritual and energe- 
tical Body and Blood of Chriſt, To the Lawfulaeſs 

of this Practice the Auſwerer has nothing to ob- 
ject, but to make e he requixes either 

poſit ive Command, or an early and plan, Tnadit iam or 


2 Demonſtration that this Form, or ſome Prayer like 
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it, is neceſſary in the Nature of the *: *-ehings that is; he 
thinks either of theſe, 12700 a ſufficient. Proof of 
the Eſſentiality of it, but unleſs ſome one or other 
of them can be produced, he can ſee no tolerable 
Pretence. for a Separation. This Demand has been 
over and abdve anſwered by. the learned Author 
of the Defence, who has not- only uced a 
politive Command for the Jyvocat ion: ut has alſo 
ſhewa that jt has the Authority of an early and 
plain Tradition. For the firſt, he has obſerved, 

that our bleſſed Saviour af. the. Iititution of the Eu- 
© chariſt, bleſs'd the Bread and the Cup; ib 6 
wxatirhoas:; And does nor Bleſſing ( ſays be) in the 
Scripture Lang unge meam praying for a Bleſſing? 
And are nut the Bleſſings f God the Father conueyea 
by the Holy Ghoſt ? To euchariſtize or bleſs the 1 
ments is therefore, in other Mordis te pruy for the De- 
ſcent of the Holy Ghoſt. Noms what our Saviour did, 

he COMMANDED. his Diſciples to ꝙ do. But 
here it is objected, that F this will poll then pur 
Saviour, when he bleſs d ih Leaves aud. the Fiſhes, 
pray'd for the Deſcent of the Holy Gheſt upon them. 
Aaca 2 RA Alle, ee acre — LY | 
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21 o7 U LCM Tat is, vx ang muſt neceſ- 
farily 7 e the fame'thlog-i in 227 Place that it 
does in another; at this rate we oy argue = 


wAoyhoas lite means fo praiſe the Fiſhes ; 3 for 


in this Senſe it is often uſed, as jvaoy 1% Se, 


to praiſe God, Way Noa Tos lere 1,09, to cele- 
brate the Praiſes of our Anceſtors. - The Diffe- 
rence of the Action ſhews the different Significa- 
tion of the Term; there can be ng Par Het between 
an Inſtitution and a po 7 5 Meal; the Anſwerer 
muſt acknowledge, that the Confecration of the | 
Elements is expreſs'd by s,, As. . 
from the Uſe of the fame Word in the Sep 772 

to bleſi the Sacrifice, waoyd Thy + Selen, e's 

S. Pauls Account of x FEuchrrit, 3 re de 


: plainly attributes the ſupernatural Efficacy of the 


Cup to the Bleſſing of the Prieſt, T2, ae Th; cu- 


Aas 3: 8 7 N AI Keie bs; 
Is not the Cup of Yn Þ-y) which 'W E BLESS, the 


Participation ir the 35 of || Chriſt ? Tay, ne- 

yiows muſt be allowed to mean the Conſecration; 
does it therefore follow that our Saviour conſe- 
crated the Fiſhes, becauſe the Evangeliſt uſes the 
fame Term, and informs us that our, Lord: eulo- 
gized them? Thus alſo the Rubrick that follows , 
the Form of Diſtribution in the Common-Pruyer, 


calls the Conſecration of the Bread and Wine 


bleſing of them; and the very ſame Expreſſion is 

aſed © in the Rubrick of the Communion-Service 
jaft before the Diſmiſſion of the People, Then the 
Prieſt ſhall let them depart with this B LE SSING;, 


does it therefore mean that the Prieſt ſhall conſe- 


crate them as he conſecrated the Euchariſtical Ele- 
mears ? No N 1 yet! both e 
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Meal; ſo that here is a plain.poſitive Command 
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are the ſame here, as well as in the Goſpel; as 


therefore we can draw no Argument from the 


one, ſo neither cau we from the other. Indeed 


the Difference of their Meaning is eaſily determi- 


ned by the different Occaſion, upon which they 
were uſed; the one relates to a Sacrament, tbe 
other not; the latter is a common Act of the 8a- 


cerdotal Power, the former is the higheſt Exerti- 
on of its Authority , and the moſt Solemn Diſ- 
lay of the Mediatorial Commiſſion : Thus the «- 


_ = charilt, is the bleſſing of the Elements to make 


them the Body and, Blood of Chriſt, (as S. Paul 
ſpeaks) to give them a ſupernatural Energy, and 


derive a ſpiritual and vivitying Power upon them: 


But the ewaoyioas mention'd at the miraculous feed- 
ing of four thouſand upon the ſeven Loaves and 
the few- Fiſhes, was no more than a common 
Grace; the Benediction that was uſed at a common 


in holy Scripture for the Invocation or Bleſſing. 


Our Saviour eulogized the Creatures, and com- 


manded us to do what he did; this Eulogy or 


Bleſſing is, according to the Septuagint- Language, 


which is the beſt Expoſition of the New Teſta- 
ment Idiom, a Conſecrating Action, and is inter- 
preted to this Senſe hy S. Paul; this Eulogy we 


inſiſt upon as neceſſary to be revived, for the An- 
ſwerer knows the expreſs Form of Invocation is 


not the Matter of our Diſpute, *tis the Bleſſing only 


of the Elements we contend for, being ſatisfied 
that Bleſſing includes the Invocation; we require 


a Conformity to our Saviour's Practice, who when 
he had taken Bread, BLESSED it, &c. and we in- 


ſiſt upon the Neceſſity of obeying his Injunction, 


who when he had BLESSED and diſtributed the 
Elements, COMMANDED us to do as he — 
i | ut 


Ales mention d at the Iaſtitution of the Eu- 


our Sayiour's, Command. . The firſt Aut 


S. James, 8. Mark, and S. Peter, to which 
ſwerer adds the Ap 


S. Peter, not only pray 
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But Secondly, the Learned Author of the Peſence 
has;Jſhewn both from an early and plain Tradition, 
and, from the uninterrupted Practice of the ancient 
Church, that the Evacyie or Bleſſing, was part of 
s Command. The firſt — 8 
ced for this Purpoſe, were the Liturgies of 
J. eter, co the Au- 
olical Conſtitutions quoted in 


* 


the Reaſons; all which gere excepting that of 

ay for a Bleſſing in general, but 
expreſly call for the Deſcent of the Haly Ghoſt... To 
this the. Anſwerer objects, that they are, none of 
them Genuige : Has jour Author, ſays he, proved 
theſe Miſſals are not | ſpurious? He has offer'd 
ſome Reaſons from Biſhop Wake, to ſhew that this 
Part of them was the Preſcription of thoſe A- 
poſtles and Evangeliſts, and to this the Objector 
has made no Reply; to what Purpoſe then does 
he urge their being ſpurious? And how comes 
he to know they. are ſo? Is it not from their 
Diſagreement with the Primitive Fathers? But 
where we find no ſuch. Diſagreement. as in 
the Paſſage before us, the Foundation of the 
Objection being removed, the Superſtructure muſt 
fall of courſe; where we find a perfect Harmony 
with Antiquity, an exact Conformity to the Do- 
Arine of the earlieſt Ages, there we have the very 


ſame Reaſon to acknowledge the Practice, as we 


have to diſown it where there is no ſuch Confor- 

mity. The only Ground of our Author's Conje- 
ure concerning the Spuriouſneſs of theſe Litur- 
gies, is admirably confuted by * Renaudotius. The 
innovated Terms of Mother of God and Conſubſt an- 
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| Defence, p. 105, 106; 107, 108. + No Neceſſity, 5. 41. 
* Diſſert. ad Tom. 1. Liturg. Orient. p. 24, 26. 2 
| | tial 


« Law, which all Chriſtians acknowledg'd an Apo- 


tial, &c. had long before been objected by Rivet 
and others, as Lens my : 1 Miſal was 
ſuppoſititious, who alſo by the like Arguments eb- 
deavout d to ſet qd Authority of 8. Marl 
S. Peter's Liturgies: To this the learned Colle. 
Cor makes Anſwer , „ that, according to tlie Ob- 
„ ſervations of Barenius and Bellarmine, S. Jamey; 
« Liturgy might have been written by that 
« Apoſtle, and have received theſe Additions in 
<« the following Ages of Chriſtianity from the 
% common Conſent of all the Churches, for at 
« this rate, ſays he, © we might prove the R. 
c in Miſſal not to be 8. wits 422, 'becauſe ic 
« contains the Names of ſome Saints that did not 
<« live till many Years after his Time, and we 
might deny the ancient Galican Liturgy to be 
&« older than S. Martin, becauſe it has a particy- 
lar Service for the Celebration of his Feftiya], 
e and the Moeſarabicł to be older than Urban the 
« Fourth, becauſe it contains an Office for the 
« Feaſt of Chriſt's Body, which was added to the 
„ more ancient Copies of that Leg Cardi- 
„ nal Ximenius, when he procured an Edition of 
„ it: » And again.“ How con'd the Litur- 
% py of S. James, if like Tares it had been ſown 
„ among the Corn of the Kingdom of Heaven, 
4 have ſo nice a Conformity with the other Gres 
„ Miſſals? How ſnou'd they all ſo perfectly con- 
« ſpire together as to leave no other than a ver- 
« bal Difference, unleſs both that and the other 
<« Liturgies uſed by the ancient Church, had been 
& made according to that Original Directory or 


“e ſtolical Pattern, and which was confirmed by 
eee Train ?., Bug to proceed: . ./, 


H 
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| Hut any Father, ſays our | Habs + Snfern'd u 
of a Tradition for the West of ſuch a form? T 
only one cited for thi P 28 Baſil: And is not 
the poſitive Evidence of a Father of the Fourth 
Century ſufficient Froof againſt Coajecture and 
Nothing? W . is there between plain 
direct Teſtimony, and Suppoſition? between the 
Fourth Century, and the corrupt Seaſon of Papal 
[nnovation ? Does the Aſſertion of S. B, | 
tradict the Holy Scriptures ? Was it'difown'd by 
any contemporary Writer? Was it ever 17 
till the Birth of Popery, or ever diſuſed 
Church but the Roman? But the Anſnerer has tẽwWo 
Objections againſt the Teſtimony itſelf: The one 
is * that irixanor; muſt be proved to g/ 1e n. 
vocation af the Holy Ghoſt, or #lfe this Toxt 5 noting 
to the purpoſe : The other is ¶ that-could' cs 
proved; yet it wou'd no more neveſſany than ſe- 
veral other Cuſtoms that are not pleaded fon; vu they 
Band upon the ſume Foundation. To the firſt 1 an- 
ſner, that tho? it might be ſufficient to requite the 
Objettor to give any other Interpretation of this 
Term than what is offer'd in the Reſm, yet 1 
ſhall obſerve that the Practice of the Ohurch, 
vhich is to be ſeen in all the Liturgie of the An- 
cients; and the natural Conſtruction of S. 
Words, do both of them concurr to eſtablim chii 
dignification: The Apoſtolica Cunſtitmions und the 
Liturgies of S. Janus and 8. Mart ha ve already 
been produced in the Rraſm and Defence as ex- 
_ forthe Invocation, and to theſe j may add 

5. chryſoſtom's Miſſal, and above twenty of the Li- 
turgies publiſhed by Renaudotius, every one of 
them 1 S. Baſil's nahe- ſilalla, Mordi 
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of Invocation; and over and above alf this, we have 
8. Bafil's own Practice and Pirection in his Miſſal, 
which certainly is the beſt Interpretation of his 


Writings. But ſecondly, the very Paſſage itſelf 


ſpeaks the Meaning of this Expreſſion, 14 74; in: 
Miete finale int Th dvaÞ dtd m dprs ̃ iuxaeis las, 
e Morde of Invocation at the.Conſecration of the Eu- 
chariſtical Bread: Is not this the very Invocation 
we contend for ? and coud we have expreſſed our 
Sentiments in more intelligible Laoguage'?.. By 
what Invocation - cou'd the Enchariſt be conſecra- 
ted, but that of the Holy Ghoſt ? If this be not 
ſufficient, the Teſtimony of S. cyril, his Contem- 
rary, cited in the * Reaſons, will put the Matter 
; ond Diſpute: He there expreſly. informs us, 
that the Euchariſtick Bread is made the Body of Chriff 
by the Invocation , 2 iA, of the 'HO'LT 
GHOST, and is no longer to be accounted Con- 
mov Moat: boot 34 ik wes ie 1 et At 
The ſecond Objection againſt the Teſtimony of 


/ S-Bafil, is that the Invocation appears no more neceſſa- 


ry than ſeveral other Cuſtoms that are not pleaded jor, 
tho they ſtand upon the ſame | — Under 
Favour they do not ſtand upon the ſame Founda- 
tion; for tho S. Baſil mentions the Signing with 
the Croſs, and the Conſecrating the Water af 
Baptiſm, &c. yet we cannot ſay, he puts then 
upon the Level with the Invocation: That it 
made Part of the Euchariſtical Form, as appears 
by comparing this Paſſage with the parallel Quo- 
tation from S. Cyril, and with his own Directions 
in his Liturgy, which cannot be ſaid of the other 
Uſages. Beſic es, it is the Form of 1 nvocation this 
Father ſpeaks of, the #21xxiocw; fh. Now 00 


— 


** 
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body iaſiſts upon theſe as neceſſary ;. if there be 
any Invocation, whether expreſs or included, it is 
ſufficient for the Performance of our Duty, and 
for ſupplying the Defect: This Father therefore 
might not look upon the Form of Invocation as 
more neceſſary than the Conſecration of the Bap- 
tiſmal Water, and yet he might believe the layo- _ 
e itſelf as indiſpenſable a Performance as 
Bat after all, our Author is miſtaken in affirm- 
ing, that S. Baſil is the only Father cited as an Rvi- 
dence of a Tradition for the Neceſſity of ſuch a Form 
of Invocation :, For tho? he is the only one that 
is produced as declaring it in expreſt Terms to be 
a Tradition, yet there were many others urg 
for the Practice, and it is ande this ſhou'd be 
convey'd down without Tradition: Fuſtin q 
and Irene; Origen and S. Cyril, Optatus and 8. 
8. Gregory NMyſen and 8. Chryſallom, were all of 
them produced as Witneſſes of this A poſtolical Cu- 
ſtom, the earlieſt and pureſt Ages of Chriſtianity, 
the whole Interval between forty Vears after the 
Death of the Apoſtle 8. Jahn, aud the Decline of 
the Fourth Century. And is not this ſufficient 
to anſwer our Author's Qneſtion, Is the Sacra - 
ment invalid-witbout this + Form ? For if there be 
no Sacrament without the Conſecration, and if 
there be an early and plain Tradition, Antiquity, 
Uaiverſality, and Conſent, that the Invocation of 
the Holy Ghoſt is an eſſential Part of the Conſe- 
cration, then who can ſay, the Invocation is not 
neceſſary to the Validity of the Sacrament? 
Zut, ſays he, * the Conſecration Prayer in the 
Common- Prayer Book contains the very Words which 
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aur Saviour made Ofe of. How does this appear! I G 
The Evangeliſis expreſly inform us, that our 88. en 
viour eulegixed or bleſſed the Elements, but where is 1 
is this Bleſſing in the Exgliſß Licorgy ? The Words , 
of Inſtitution are indeed directed to be repeated. 1 
but the Scriptures plainly diſtinguiſh the latter MW ;;, 
from the former, and as plainly make the Bieſig ch 
a Part of the Inſtitution as the Words, Tbis is m J 
Body, &c. The Form of this Benediction is not MW ;1, 
_ expreſs'd| by the Writers of the Sacred Hiſtory, M ;in 
and muſt therefore he leurnt from the Practice of M G 
the ancient Church, and here we have full Evi. ,.1, 
dence that it was made dy Prayer. Thus the % 

ſee ho little Ground this Gentleman dy, 


eget ay er 
ad for infinuating; “that he Author (of the De. 
fence ) doth not do fully oy the Church (of Englund) 
inhen he ſuggeſts thats ſhe dh nor pr ay for a Bleſſing up- 
on the Sutramem, ſince that learned Writer has 
offer d fuch'Reaſons in Defence of his Suggeſtion, 
as the Anſwerer has not attempted to reply to. 
Our Author produces / Cuſſanler, us ſaying; i 
hat been the Opinion of ſeuerul greut Mon, thut the A. 
poſtles uſel only the Lord's Prœer, um the Wards which 
our Suviour pronounced; I ſuppoſe he means the 
Words of Inſtitution, for our Saviour doubtleſ 
pronounced alſo an Thybcation, ſince the Scrip 
rures affirm he pronounced a Bleſſing, and the Pra- 
ctice of the Church ſhe ys that Bleſſing to be an li- 
vocation : But hat great Men does Cuſſunder cite 
for this Opinion? Why Hinorius Auguſfodu 


1 
and Duranti, Thomas Aquinus and Beſſarion, all of 
them Modern Writers, and of the Raman Commu- 
nion, and whom he affirms to have deviated in 
this very Point not only from the Ancient Gul 75 


I — iavoc 
| „ ; Paris, 
* Ide P. 11. f Ide % 42. lb, 4 


Writers 


ſpeaks. 


. [ 339] 
Writers, but alſo from their on Pyedeceflors,the 
earlier Members of the Lain Church; and hic 
is more, he declares it to he his Opinion, *.that it 
it much ſafer to follow the united Conſent of the Ancient 
Latin and Greek Fathers, and to prattiſe the Inuoca- 


tion according to the harmonious Uſage f ALL On 
ches. Bur; ays the Anſwerer, 2 ſhould this ibe 4 


Miſtake. 5 yet there were many of 

thought that the Bread and Mint became the Eucha- 
riſt pon the bare Pronouncing, This is my Body, 
&c. and as an Inſtance of this he produces Ter- 
tullian ſaying that the Bread mhich aur Sauieur 
took and diſtributed to bis Diſciples, he made his B. 
dy, by Saying, This is my Body; that. is, the Fi 
gure of my Body. But is here any Pxciaſon-of 
the lIavocation, or any Ground for concluding 
that the bare Pronouncing of theſe Words, This i 
my Body, is all that is neceſſary to the Conſecra- 
tion? We acknowledge with Tertullian, that aur 
Lord upon ſaying, This is my Bady, did make the 
Bread his Body, or the Repreſentation of his Bady; 
but then we affirm with Scripture and the ancient 


Church, that he alſo Ewlogized or Bleſſed the Bread, 


to derive an enlivening Principle upon it; and 
make it an energetical and ſpiritualizing Faod to 
the Receivers: And this is ſo far from being de- 
nied by Tertullian, that in his firſt Book againſt Har- 
cion he 4— acknowledges the Cuſtom, and 
it as a known Uſage at the Euchariſtical 
Adminiſtration ; ** ſuper alienum panem alii Deo 
Gratiarum attionibus fungitur, are his Words, H. 
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* Multo- tutiorem exiſtimo veterum Latinorum & Gre- 
corum conſenſum, ut ex ee Phy ne contyerndine 
Invocatio quoque adhibeatur. Caſſand. Ep.72. p. 1168. Oper. 
Paris, 1616, 7 No Neceſſity, p. 42. 1 Alveif Marcion. 
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performs 


. the Fathers, who 1 
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performs the Office of Euchariſtizing or calling down 
the xdes or Bleſſing from ons Divine Being upon the 
Bread, which is the Creature of another: He is here 

ſpeaking againſt Marcion, who. aſſerted two op- 
poſite Principles, and maintain'd that Chriſt was 
the Son of a different God from him who made 
the World; If this be true, ſays he, what a ſu- 

| perlative Preſumption muſt it be, to invocate the 
Father of Chriſt, for a'Bleſſing upon the Bread, 
which can only belong to that Being which cre- 
ated the World? This plainly ſhews that Tertullian 
no ways differ'd from the Fathers before quoted, 
ſince he alſo teſtifies that it was the Practice of 
his own Time to Euchariſtixe or Bleſs the Ele- 


meats; and indeed the Scope of his Reaſoning in 


the Paſſage cited by our Author, does by no means 
oblige us to interpret it to his Senſe; for he is 
there arguing againſt that Part of the Hereſy, 
which affirm'd our Lord to have taken upon him 
the Appearance only of Fleſh and not a real Bo- 
dy, in Proof of which he 'urges the Inſtitution of 
The Enchariſt, and confutes the contrary Opinion 
by the expreſsWords of Chriſt, declaring the Bread 
to be the Repreſentation of his Body , which he 
_ cod not have done, if he had not had a Body, 
becauſe where there is no Body, there can be no 
Figure or Repreſentation. Now what other Part 
of the Inftitution cou'd he with any Force have 
inſiſted upon in Pur ſuance of this Argument? To 
what Parpoſe ſhou'd he have told them, that the 
Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt made the Elements 
the Spiritual Body of Chriſt, ſince they muſt have 
denied this in Conſequence of their Aſſertion that 

our Lord had no Body? But when he oppoſed to 


them the Words of our Saviour himſelf, when he 
produced the expreſs Declaration of our Lord 
That the Bread was his Body,then the Conſequence 
NNE 5" . Was 
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was plain that Chriſt himſelf teſtified that he bad a 


real Body: Tertullian's Argument therefore does 
by no means ſhew. that the bare Pronouncing the 
Words This is my Body, is ſufficient for the Conſe» 
cration : It does indeed teſtiſie, that the Bread was 
in ſome Senſe made the Body of Chriſt by them, 
which is denied by no body: The Repetition of 
thoſe Words by a commiſſion'd Perſon is an au- 
thoritative Deputation of the Element to repre- 
ſent the Body of our Lord; the Oblation of the 
Bread thus ſet apart does certainly derive upon it 
a higher Degree of Sanctification, becauſe then it 
is in a more ſolemn and immediate manner dedica- 
ted to God the Father; and the Invocation of the 
Holy Spirit upon the Creature thus offer'd, is with- 
out doubt the higheſt and laſt Act of Conſecration, 
as it communicates to it a Principle of Life and 

Immortality, makes it the Energetical Body of our 
Lord, and brings down, tho? not the Corporal, yet 
the Spiritual Preſence upon it. That all thoſe three 
are neceſſary Parts of the Conſecration, appears 
from the Teſtimony and Practice of Antiquity : 
The Practice is ſufficiently evident from the Litur- 


gies, and ſince the Objector acknowledges the firſt, 


and I have proved the laſt from a numerous Crowd 
of primitive Writers, I need only obſerve, that Ve- 
neusattributes ſome Degree of Sanctification to the 
Hering of the Elements, when he ſays, offerimus au- 
tem ei non quaſi indigenti, ſed gratias agentes Dominat i- 
oni ejus & ſantlificantes Creaturam, * We make our 
Oblations to him not as if he needed them, but as an 
Aft of Homage and Acknowledgment, and for the San- 

Hlification of the Creature, And S. Ambroſe plainly 
ſuppoſed the Bread and Wine to be, in ſome mea- 
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Lib. 4. cap. 34. 3 
e ſure, 


* 


3 
ſure, ſpiritualj tranſmuted by the Oblation, when 
he ſaid # ſi offer as transfigurandum Corpus altaribus, if 
thou offereſt the Body (ot Chriſt) to be changed on the 
Altars; and yet as the learned Author of the Un- 
bloody Sacrifice obſerves, f he calls it the Body be- 
fore the Oblation, which ſhews it to have been in 
ſome meaſure conſecrated before. Thus the A»- 
ſwerer may ſee the Inſufficiency of the Argument he 
has deduced from Tertullian's Expreſſion, that ow 
Lord made the Bread his Body, by ſaying, This is my 
Body; ſince that is equally acknowledged by An- 
tiquity with-the Neceſſity of the Invocation, and 
conſequently they are not inconſiſtent with one 
another. S. Cyril, was in the right in affirming the 
Bread to be made the Body of Chriſt by the Invo- 
cation, S. Irenæus was in the right in declaring the 
Elements to be conſecrated by the Oblation, and 
Tertullian was in the right in aſſerting that Chriſt 
made the Bread his Body by the Words This ii my 
Body; for, as I have before obſerved, the Conſe- 
cration is progreſſive, and every Act of it may 
give the Elements the ſacred Denomination, tho 
they are all neceſſary to the Con ſummation of the 
Solemnity, to the Efficacy of the Sacrament, and thi 
Performance of the Inſtitution. "5 2.952 TIM 
Monſieur Goar and the Schoolmen are next al- 
ledged for Proof, that the Conſecration is not per- 
formed by the in vocating the Holy Ghoſt, or by any 
other * Prayers. But what is their Opinion a- 
gainſt the viſible Determination of the Primitive 
Church, or their private quiey7 againſt the 

' 


fulleſt Evidence of Antiquity ? Has Monſieur 
Goar produced any unexceptionable Teſtimonies 
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from the primitive Church, contradictin g the | 


practice, or overthrowing tbe Relation of the Fa- 
thers that teſtifie the Invocation? He ſays ĩa- 
deed, that S. Chryſoſtom cou'd never think the 
Conſecration of the Bread and Wine was made by 


the Prayer for the Deſcent of the Holy Gboſt, 


who wholly attributes the Tranſmutation of the 
Elements to the Words. of our Lord, This is my 
Body: But here he is miſta kon in ſaying, that S. Chry- 

ſeſtom wholly, attributes the Conſecration, G. to 
thoſe Words; ſor he only ſays, that they do con- 


vert the Elements; and I have before ſheun, that 
this Aſſertion is no ways inconſiſtent with the 
Neceſſity of the Invocation, for that the Whole 


Conſecration is eſſential to the Inſtitution, tho? 
each Part of it conveys a ſacred Quality, and does, 
in ſome degree, denominate the Elements the Body 


and Blood of our Lord. As for the Greeks, againſt 
whom he is there diſputing, they have expreſſy de- 


clared the contraryʒ and laſtly, whereas he affirms 
** that S. Ba added the Words g morooy,&c. and 
make this Bread the Be; of thy Chruſt, to to the Litur- 
gical Con ſecration, he contradicts the expreſt 
Evidence of that Father, who, according to out 
Author's own T lation, declares the Uſe of 
the Words of Invocation; when we confecrate the Bread 
of 'the Enchariſt, to be a Practiee founded upon 


Tradition, and therefore not innovated by him. 


But — erer, ſuppoſe that the Church 
ſrould be miſtaken in thinking that the Recitul of our 
Saviour's Words is all that is eſſential to the Form of 


Conſecration, yet it doth not appear that this Additi- 
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bas obſerved + from the Rubrick that follows the 
Form is wholly compre hended in the Words of Inflitu- 
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tis; * The learned Mr. Thorndike (the he was of 
Opinion, that the Force of the Conſecration doth not de. 


pend upon the Recital of our Saviour's Wards); unn 
his own Principles grants that the Lord's Prayer 2 
over the Elements with an Intention to make the Eu- 
s would effect ually make them ſo. But will our 


Author juſtify Mr. Thornd:ke in this Sentiment 


or will he put the Force of a Sacrament upon an 
Intentional Conſecration ? ls not this ſymbolizing 


with the Romiſh Communion, to reduce the ſu- 


pernatural Benefits of the Euchariſt, the Reward 
of Heaven, and the Proſpe& of Eternity, to the 
precarious and uncertain Condition of the Prieſt's 
Intention? Bur if this ſhou'd be allowed; how 


 wou'd our Author's Conſequence follow ? If the 


praying the Lord's Prayer over the Elements propoſed, 
with an Intent to conſecrate them, ſhou'd be 
thought ſufficient for chat Purpoſe, wou'd: the 


praying it neither over the Elements, nor with 


ſuch an Intent, produce the ſame Effect? And yet 
the Anſwerer has offer d no Proof either of her 


uſing the Lord's- Prayer over the Elements, or if 


ſhe had uſed it, of her intending to make the 
Bread and Wine the Euchariſt by ſo doing. la- 
deed the learned Author of the Defence has gi- 
ven us Demonſtration to the contrary: For he 


Diſtribution of the Elements, that te Conſecrating 


tion, without any preceding or following Prayer. Thus 
our Author wou'd impoſe an Intention upon her, 


which ſhe has expreſly diſown'd, and wou'd male 


her deſiga to conſecrate the Euchariſt by Prayer, 
when ſhe has. indiſputably confined the Conſecra- 
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GT * tion 


Reſtoration of the Obl atory Ho 
Is he really; —— d the he modern Ape ? has 


L as} 


tion to the Words of laſtitution ; Þ Ver 2dly, 45 


ſhe allow the Lordi ' Prayey., to be prayed at all over the 
Elements; for tllat is not directed to be uſed till the 
Diſtriba by is over, and the Elements are conſu- 
med; ſo that this Gentlemay's Argument runs 
thus: If rhe Lord's Prayer be 15 over the le- 
ments with an Intention t:. 0 whe them the Euch. 
riſt, the Conſecration 35 f fficiently perform ; 
therefore that Church which does not ſay the 
Lord's Prayer over them, nor has apy Intent on to 
make them the Euchariſt by Prayer, has all the 
neceſſary Parts of Conſecration: He makes the 
ame Effect to follow from Uifſerent Cauſes, and 


1 Afirmative' cn rom a Fettes 


1 | proceeds to the Oblation. - The | 
he, * which 4s yet is demanded, is the 
- But why 4s yet ? 


deviated farther from the ancat Church, than is 
" reB'd_in- the Charge? or foes he think them 
s Primitive! than @s yet chey have been belie- 
— Our Author might have forborn Inſinuati- 
on, till he had proved the Inſufficiency of the Evi- 
dence for the Points ir. Diſpute. However, I be- 
lieve, he is by this Time ſatisſied of the Extent of 


our Demands, and ſhall therefote return to his 


Objections: Aud firſt, he tells + us, the Notion of 


Sacrifice dos t it ferr the Neceſſity of a Prayer of Ob- 
lation. How d/2es this appear? "If the Practice of 
the Patriarch, of the Jews and Heathens; if the 


Cuſtom of the whole World be ſufficient to give us 
a juſt Idea cf the Nature of a Sacrifice, then we may 
inferr the — of offering it by Prayer 3 


8 * No Neceſſity, 2 50 + Ia. ibid. 


has 


—— 


On conclude, t 


nas been abundantly proved by the learned Au- 
thor of the Unbloody Sacrifice || above; who for the 


Practice of the Patriarchi and Jem, bas produced 


Gen.xii.8.xiii.4-Xxi.33-XXVi-25- Joſeph, Ant ig. L. I. c 
1 Sam. vii. 9. i Chron. xxi. 26.2 Chren. xxix. 26,2728. 
Mac. i. 23, 26, 30. Eecluf. i. 11. 19. Exod. xxxii. 30. 
Num. xvi. 47. compared with Viſ. viii. 21. Outran 
de Sacrif. p. 158. Edit. Amſt. For that of the Gen- 


tile World, Homer. Iliad. N. 447 Mad. B. 410. Odyſ 


F mox ab initio. Odyſ. T 444. Apollon. Rhod. Argonam. 
A ver. 1593. Herodot. L. I. c.50. de Perſis, L. II. coy, 


de Agyptiacis, L. IV. c.60. de Scythis, and L. Ił c. 5l. 


Aviflephanes in Pace. Virgil, Æneid. 4. ver. 510. 
Georg. 2. ver. 388. Ovid Metamorph. Lib. VII. ver. 


+593. Lib. XV. ver. 130. Plin. Hiſt. Nat. L. XXVII. 
c. 2. Juvenal. Sat. VI. ver. 390. Seneca in Thyeſte. 
= Herodot. Lo IV. Co 60, 61. But, ſays'our Author, 

Pris plain our Saviour gave the Sacrament to his Diſci- 


les without making uſe of ſuch' 4 Prayer a, * this. 
u anſwer to which J muſt obſerve, that the holy 
Scriptures expreſly inform us, that our Lord bleſſet 


the Bread; that the learned Author-of the De- 
| Fence has proved from Num. vi. 24. that Bleſſing in 


the Scripture-Language means praying for: 


Bleſſing ; and that in the moſt ancient Liturgy in 


the World, the Oblation and Invocation are ole 
continued Prayer; from whence we may very pro 

hat the Prayer of Oblation is con- 
in the Word sun or Bleſſing, and con- 
ſequently that our Saviour, when he gave the Sacra 


tain 


* ; 


ment to his Diſciples, did made uſe of ſuch a Prayer, 


But be that as it will, if oor Author believes our 


Lord inſtituted the Euchariſt for a Cummemora- 


1 


. | 
— — — —— 


* 


7 Fol. II. p. 81. * No Neceſſity, p. 43. + Page 103. 
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muſt belieye\, there was no neceſſary Sacrifi 


o N 
2 


Action omitted in the Inſtixution; but that Pray 


find it difficult to'ſhew againſt the unjverſal Pra- 
Qice of all Mankind: If zuft 
different Nature, and had no neceſſary Relation 
to a Sacrificial Worſhip ; if it was omitted by our 
Saviour, and uninjoin d at the Inſtitution, how 


came the ancient Church to be ſo unagimons inthe 


practice, and derive it down to Poſterity without 
any Interruption ? The Agreement of the whole 


World before our Saviour's Time, and the univer- 
fal Continuance of the Cuſtom among the Primi- 


tive Chriſtians, is certainly a probable Reaſon'that 
it is of Moral Obligation, and was practis'd 


Jour Lord himſelf: And ſure a little Modeſty is 
ſufficient to oblige us to ſubmit our private and 


unſupported Conſecures to the conſentiegt Prg- 


ice of all Ages; a little Primitive Zeal and Chri- 
ſtian Ardency will teach us to chooſe the ſure 


Way, to ſecure to ourſelves the Benefits of an In- 


ſtitution, and preferr a certain Performance of our 


Duty to a probable Omiſſion and Neglect of it; 
for if it be probable, (and 1 have ſhewn it to be 


highly ſo) that the Sacrifice muſt neceſſarily be. 
offer? d by 3 "ay it is probable that we neg⸗ 


lect a neceſſary Duty by neglecting that Perfor- 
mance. Bat, ſays he, Have we any early Tradition 


him to Fuſtin - 
Action being 3 with Prayer; when the 
Prieft, ſays he, has finifh'd the Prayers and the Euc ha- 


* 


»„%«„ —— 


No Neceſſity, p. 42. + Id. ibid. 
3 U 2 „ riſt, 


tire Sacrifice (as he acknowledges he & does) he 


nor en inſeparable Rice from elfter, he f 


is Cuſtom was of an in- 


it? To ſatisſie this Queſtion, I ſhall referr 
's firſt Apology , where we 
have an expreſs Account of the Euchariſtical 
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riſt, the People ſay * Amen. This Dr. Grahe tells us 
exactly agrees with the Prayer in the Apes 
Conſtitut ions, where, there is an expreſs Ohlation 
of the ſacred | Symbols. S. Cyprian plainly ſpeaks 
of the Euchariſtical Prayers, 1 when he ſays, In ſa- 
criſiciis precem cum pluri bus facimus, Wo P RAY A 
our Sacrifices with the Aſſembly : And both this Fa- 
ther and Tertul;an, when they relate the Cuſtom 
Part the Names of the Deceas'd in the 


chariſtical Oblatiop, as has before been ſhew'd, 
beyond Contradition teſtify the Prattice of 
fering the Chriſtian Sacrifice by Prayer. For, 
ho cou'd they mention their Names at the Ob- 
lation, as S. Cyprias ſpeaks, offer for particular per. 
Tons, as Tertullian informs us, if there was no Pray · 
er of Oblation? To recommend the Dead at t 
2 47 71% Sacrifice, is to pray for them in ver- 
tue of that Sacrifice, and to enumerate the Parti- 
culars of the Inſtitution, is to offer the Sacrifice 
Frayer: Theſe Inſtances, together with the 
Harmonious Conſent of all he | inn of the 
Ancients in preſcribing, an Oblatory Prayer. at 
the Offering of the Euchariſtical Sacrifice, are 
ſifficient Evidence for the Practice of the Primi- 
five Church. But after all, if an Oblatory Prayer 
ſhou'd begranted an Abe ee 
Objection wou'd not yet be removed: For the 
Anſwerer acknowledges the Doctrine of the Sacri- 
fice, and muſt therefore believe where there is no 
Sacrifice, there the moſt ſolema Part of the Chri- 
+ tian Worſhip'is wanting, and an Inſtitution of 
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1 
_ Chriſt is laid aſide: | And has be given us auy Sa- 
tisfaction upon this Point, or attempted to prove 
that the Alterers of the Liturgy believed the 
Euchariſt to be a Sacrifice, or deſiga'd it ſhou d 
be offer d as ſuch? On the contrary, Has not the 
Learned Author of the Defence * plainly ſhewn, 
that there is not one Prayer in the whole Com · 
munion- Service before the Diſtribution of the 
Elements, from which we can gather any thing | 
in Fayour of this ConſtruQion ; and that thoſe 
Expreſſions, which ſhew any Countenance this 
way, ſeem viſibly limited to a different Senſe? 
Add to this the Excluſion of the Prayer of Obla- 
tion in the firſt Liturgy from the: Saprificial Part of 
the Solemnity, and the Tranſpeifition: of it to the 
Poſt-Communion, which can never be interpreted 
leſs than a Compliance with the Doctrine of the 
Calviniſts, and a Diſregard to th:at of the Sacrifice, 
Can we imagine they wou'd thro-woutevery thing 
that ſpoke the Belief of a Sacrifice; with any other 
Deſign than to. ſatisfie the Scrup les of thoſe who. 
denied that Doctrine? And can we ſuffer ours 
ſelves to think, they wou'd ſo far impoſe upon the 
Minds of others, as to deceive them into an Opi- 
nion that their Objections were removed, when ak 


ſtance of them? This is ſpeakin g harſner things 
of the ſecond Refor mers, than Ia m willing to be- 
lieve : I cannot but think they ſtr uck out the Ob- 
lation, becauſe; they believed the Sacrifice an un- 
neceſſary Doctrine, and removed all Evidence of 
the Principle becauſe they diſow ai t. 
The Anſwerer, before he conclude ;, thinks fit to 
deſcant upon the Inexpediency of a. Revival; but 


bebte, . 113 


this 


the ſame time they deſign'd to retdin the 8ub⸗ 


. 
this being already anſwered by our proving the 
four Points in Controverſy to be neceſſary, 1 ſhall 
only obſerve, that whereas he tells us, he can give 
us 4 Liſt of fourſcore ancient lawful Cuſtoms, which fem 
Churches now think fit to* prattiſe, he has ſufficient- 
ly confuted this Objection himſelf, by declaring, 
that theſe things were all of them INDIFFERENP 
in their own Nature, whereas the Practices inſiſted 
upon to be reſtored have been ſhewa to be of in- 
diſpenſable Obligation and unalterable by Man. 
To conclude ; The Cuſtom of Praying for the 
Dead, of Petitioning for the Deſcent of the Holy 
Ghoſt upon the Elements, and of Ofering the Con- 
ſecrated Bread and mix'd Wine, as the Repreſen- 
tative Sacrifice of Chriſt's Death, come all of them 
recommended by plain and early Tradition, by. the 
conſentient Teſtimony of the Primitive Pathers, 
and the univerſal Practice of all the Ages of the 
Church. There is no Hint of their Indifference, no 
Period of their Commencement intimated in the 
Writings of the Ancieats; they are teſtified by 
earlier Evidence than the preſent Canon of Scrip- 
ture, and are plainly co-eval with Chriſtianity : 
They are inconſiſtent with Purgatory and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, as they ſuppoſe the Souls of the Depart- 
_ ed to be in ſome Degree of Happineſs, which is the 


1. very Reverſe of a Purgatorial Torment; that the 


Conſecration is not finiſhed till the Prayer of Invo- 

cation has been repeated, which in all the ancient 
Liturgies comes after the Words of Inſtitution, by 
which the Romaniſts imagine the ſubſtantial 
Change to be made, and that the mw rs 0b. 
bation is of the Spiritual and Repreſentative, not of 
the Real and Human Body of our Lord: They pre- 


c 


a — 


N „ 


ſerve the Medium between P 


"tel 
opery and Calviniſm, 
ſtrike at the Foundation of ſome of the moſt cor- 
rupt Practices of the Romi Communion, and over- 
throw the New Religion of the Anti- Epiſcopal 
Set. And is not this ſufficient to preſt a Revival 
of them? We ſeparate from Chriſt and his Apo- 

ſtles,from the Communion of the Primitive Chri- 

ſtians, from the Higheſt Ages of Devotion, and 
the moſt noble Examples of Holineſs and Inſpira- 
tio: We divide from Biſhops, Confeſſors, and 

Martyrs, from thoſe who lived neareſt the Apo- 
ſtolical Age, and were beſt acquainted with the 

Chriſtian Inſtitutions : We negle& the ſecureſt 
Guide to Truth, change an unerring Rule of Pra, 
ice for a precarious and private Direction, and - 
diſregard the beſt Aſſurances of Heaven: In 
word, We undermiae the Sacred and [aviolable 
Authority of the Holy Scriptures, when we de- 
preciate the Evidence upon which they are recei- 
yed; we ſtrike at the Eternal DiQates of infinite 
Wiſdom, invalidate all the Benefits of Divine Re- 
velation, and remove the Foundations of Chriſtia- 
nity. If therefore we have any Regard to the 
Practice 2 of our Saviour, to the U- 
nity of his Myſtical Body, and the Communion of 

Saints ;, if we have any Concern for the Articles f 
our Faith , for the Divine Truths of the Goſpel, 
for the Force of a Sacrament, and the Rewards of 
Eternity, we muſt be inſtant in Seaſon and out of 
Seaſon , we muſt vindicate the Teſtimony of the 
Fathers and the Practice of the Church, as the Eyi- 
dence of Scripture and the beſt laterpretation of 
the Divine Oracles; we muſt preſs for a;Conformi- 
ty with the uginnovated Ages of Chriſtianity, and 
ſearch out the old Paths, where is the good Way, and 
walk therein, that we may find Reſt to our * Souls. 
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iN E the writing of the foregoin 

« -. By Iratt, a ſecond: Anſwer to the Fir | 
Article of the Defence bas been pub- Tr 
= liſh'd to the World, entitled, No ſuf. dec 
tient Reaſon for Reſtoring the Prayers and con 
-Direftions of King Ed w. v vtbs Fir Liturgy, where WM we 
the Learned Author has amaſs'd together a great MW me; 
Heap of Teſtimonies from the Ancient Fathers, to vit 
ove that Scripture, and not Tradition, is preſcribed The 
our Lord to bis Diſciples as the Rule they are to him 
walk by, and to weaken the Evidencę produced for IM pute 
the four Points in Controverſy. And becauſe this MW acco 
Gentleman may be thought to have offer'd ſome - bot 
thing New upon the Subject, and in ſo large a Per. ſtian 
formance to have added ſome Strength to the for- Ml ach 
mer Objections, I ſhall take a General View of his 
Argument; and examine the moſt material Proof 
he has urged in Defence of his Aſſertion. And firſt 
he tells us, that Scripture, and not Tradition, is pri- 
ſeribed by our Saviour to his Diſcipies, &c. Here 
the Learned Opponent ſets Scripture againſt Tra- 
dition, and makes the one 2xcluſive of the other, 
whereas they are inſeparable Conveyances, and 
are ſup in this Diſpute to be agreeable to 
each ottier: Tradition is not urged in oppoſition 

_- 1 8 00 


wy 


to Scripture, but in Proof of it; nor las the Obs 
jector attempted to ſhew, that there ever was or 
can be any Competition between an univerſal Pri- 
mitive Tradition and the Divine Writiugs. But 


Tradition to be preſcribed by our Saviour to his 
ſearch the Scriptures, and the Commendation of the 


12 Beraan Jews & for receiving the Word with all Readi- 
N neſs of Mind, and ſcarching the Scriptures daily. Now, 


not to take Notice, that every one of theſe Texts 


in relate only to the Scriptures of the Old Teſta- 
ment, here is not the leaſt Intimation againſt 


declare that thoſe, who ſpeak not according (or 
contrary) to it, have no Light in them? Cannot 
we direct them to ſearch the Scriptares, and com- 
mend ſuch as receive the Word with Readineſs; 


him to Scripture for all the Branches of our Diſ- 
pute; he has bid him ſearch the Law, but then not 
according to the Inter pretation of private Men, 
but the univerſal Practice of the Ancient Chri- 
ſtians. But, ſays the Learned Objector, 5 S. Paul 
reaches that the Church is built upon the Apoſtles 
and Prophets, and eſpecially upon our Bleſſed Lord 
and Saviour, as its Chief Corner-Stone, and not the 
ow and Prophets, aud our Lord himſelf upon the 

urch, And is this denied by thoſe he oppoſes ? 


Chriſt and his Apoſtles, upon an Uniformity with 

+ Ch. viii. 20. xxxiv. 16. || S. Jobn v. 31. Acts 

wü. 11. 5 No ſufficient Reaſon, pag · 
5 X * : 


let us ſee how he. proves Scripture excluſive of 


Diſciples. He cites the Direction of the Prophet 
Iſaiah f to ſearch the Lam, that of our Saviour j to 


Tradition. For cannot we referr to the Law, and 


without being ſuppoſed to diſcard Tradition? 
The Learned Author of the Defence has referr'd 


Don't we build our Practice upon the Example of 


Ria 


the ; 


_ ' Writers; who lay aſide Tradition, and receive no 


affirms the Church to be the Pillar and Support of 


bons their Reformation, and rejects their Com- 
munion; and as to the Sixth Article of the Church 


read therein, may be required ef any Man, that it 
ſhould be believed as an Article of Faith, which is 
full to our Purpoſe, becauſe: we prove all the 
Parts of our Controverſy from Scripture inte. 


4 


ol England, that they believe what is thus proved 
from -5cripture, to be (as their Church in this Ars 


their own Articles, and give up the Reformation, 

1 ſhall proceed to mention the Fathers quoted by 
the Learned Objector upon this Occaſion, when 
have firſt advertis'd the Reader of his Miſapplica- 


6 


[ 154 ] 


the earlieſt Ages of the Church, and upon that I . 


Tradition-which is of APOSTOLICAL Convey- 
ance? Thoſe, who reje& the Practice of Antiqui- WW . 
ty, and diſregard the Evidence of the Primitive | 


Interpretation but their own; theſe are the Men 
that remove the Church from its Foundation, that 
enervate the Declaration of the Apoſtle, * who 


Truth, that fix it upon an imaginary Baſis, and 
ſettle it upon the Unſtable Bottom af their pri- 
vate Reaſonings. 125 0 


I 4 ſhall paſs over the Opinion of the Reformed 
Churches abroad, becauſe the Author himſelf dif- 


of England, I ſhall-only obſerve that it allows tha 
whatſoever may be proved by Scripture, tho" it be 11 


preted by the ancient Church, and do therefore 
in the Words of the Article require thoſe Gentle · 
men, who profeſs ſo much Obedience to the Church 


ticle allows it to be) an Article of. Faith, and ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation: Otherwiſe they muſt reje 


tion of that Text of S. Paul, where + he denoun- 
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 * Tim iii. 15. + Gal. i. 8, 9. 
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RE. . 
ces a ſevere Anathema againſt either Angel or 
Man, that ventures to teach any other Doctrine 
than what our Lord himſelf and his Apoſtles had 
taught: For, if our Lord himſelf tauglit the Mix- 
ture of the Euchariſtical Cup, &. as has been pro- 
ved, then our Author, by oppoſing the Mixture, op- 
poſes the Inſtitution of Chriſt, and by teaching 
Wine to be the only neceſſary Matter of the Cup, 
teaches a different and contrary Doctrine to 
that of our Lord and his Apoſtles, and has con- 
ſequently much more Occaſion to conſider the A- 
poſtolical Denunciation, as he comes nearer the 
Subject of S. Pauls Cenſure, than thoſe who con- 
tend for a Conformity with the Inſtitution, and 
durſt not depend upon the Weakneſs of Humane 
Reaſoning for the Interpretation of Scripture, 
when it oppoſes the conſentient Teſtimony of the 
Primitive Writers, and contradids the Practice 

of the earlieſt and moſt illuminated Ages; for not- 
withſtanding this Gentlemen's Inſinuation, that 

his Opponents ſer up Tradition againſt * Scripture, 

he has given no Proof that the Traditions inſiſted 
upon contradi& the Divine Writings, or that 
they make any thing neceſſary; which the Scrip- 
ture has not made ſo, as we ſhall ſee by and by. 

8. Jerom , Trenens | „Tertullian &, Clemens Alex- 
andrinus I, Origen , S. Cyprian Ft, S. Athana- 

ſins H, Opratia &, Cyril gu of Jeruſalem, S. Baſil +, 
Epiphanius FE, S. Ambroſe guy 4 Vincentius Liri- 
nenſis t, Greg en ::, S. Auguſtin M, 8. 
Chryſoftom FFF , S. Cyril oo of Alexandria, and Theo- 
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doret o Biſhop of Cyr, are all of them produced as 


teachingt he Sufficiency of Holy Scripture; which 
the Learned Anſwerer might have ſpared himſelf 
the Labour of proving, ſince no body denies it; but 
whereas,in ſumming up the Evidence, he ſays that 
they condemn thoſe who hold the Scriptures not ſuffi» 
cient without the Help of Tradition , | ſhall examine 
the Citation upon which he grounds this lafe- 
rence. The Paſlage is taken from Jrenaus, and 
runs thus: When they are confuted out of Scripture, 

they ſet themſelves to accuſe the Scripture, as if we had 
them not right, or as if they wanted Authority, or as 
differently expreſſed, and becauſe Truth cannot be found 

out by their Help, except by ſuch as are acquainted with 


Tradition. The Father does not here argue againſt 
Tradition, but only againſt that which the Here- 


Ticks called ſo, a falſe Pretence to Tradition, 
which made them accuſe the Scripture ; a Tradi- 
tion, which Jrenaus a few Lines after calls a mere 
Fiction; I ſay, the Father does not find fault 
with Tradition in general, but only the falſe pre- 
tended Traditions of the Hereticks, as appears 
from his declaring afterwards, that the very fame 
HFereticks rejected Apoſtolical Tradition: For, 
ſays I he, when we urge againſt the Adverſaries. of 
Tradition, ſuch an one as is derived from the Apoſtles, 
and has been preſerved by a ſucceſſive Presbyterate in 
the Churches, they anſwer they are wiſer, not only than 
the Presbyterate, but alſo than the Apoſtles, and have 
Found out the real Truth. Now, that by the Ad- 
werſaries of Tradition this Father means the very 


** 
. 


— 


— — 


0 1d. ibid. Cum autem ad eam iterum traditionem, que 
eſt ab Apoſtolis, quæ per Succeſliones Presbyterorum in Eccle- 
ſiis cuſtoditur,provocamus eos qui adverſantur traditioni, dicent 
ſe non ſolum Presbyteris, ſed etiam Apoſtolis exiſtentes ſapien- 
Liores, ſynceram in veniſſe veritatem. Lib. üi. cap, 2. c 
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ſame Hereticks he ſpoke of ia the former Paſſage; 
js evident from the following [Words: From 
hence, ſays he, that is from what has been ſaid, it 
appears that they (the Hereticks) neither acknow= 


ledge Scripture nor Tradition. This alſo plainly ſhews, 


that by Apoſtolical Tradition he does not mean the 


Divine Writings, becauſe, he plainly diſtinguiſhes 


it from Scripture. Now, if Ireneus plainly diſtin» 
iſhes Apoſtolical Tradition from Scripture, and if 

e as plainly teſtifies that the Hereticks rejected 
this Tradition, then it follows, that he accuſed 
them only of a Tradition peculiar to themſelves, 
(becauſe he cou'd not charge them with holding 
an Eccleſiaſtical Tradition, which bimſelf affirms 
they rejected) and conſequently: that the Paſſage 
urged by the Learned Objector is no ways prejudi- 
cial to the Doctrine of Primitive Tradition. But 
if this be not ſuſficient, the Martyr has in other 
places fully expreſs'd his Sentiments of the Uſe 
and Neceſſity of Tradition. Thus in the Begin- 
ning of the following Chapter he tells us, ꝶ that 
the Tradition of the Apoſtles manifeſted throughout the 
World lies open to the View of all ſuch as are deſirous 
of the Truth, and may be proved by a Succeſſion of Bi- 
ſhops from the Apoſtolical Age; and that he means 
Tradition as diſtinguiſh'd from Scripture, is evi- 


dent from the Words, qui nihil tale docuerunt, who 


taught no ſuch thing; where he plaialy intimates 
that this Tradition was the Doctrine of the Apo- 


— 4 2 7 4 


Evenit ita que neque Scripturis jam neque traditions 
conſentire eos. Ibid, © . 5 
| + Traditionem itaque Apoſtolorum in toto Mundo ma- 
nifeſtatam in Eccleſia adeſt perſpicere omnibus qui vera ve- 
lint aud ire, & habemus annumerare eos qui ab Apoſtolis in- 
ſtituti ſunt Epiſcopi in Eccleſiis, & Succeſſores eorum uſque 
ad nos qui nihil tale docuerunt. Ib. iii. cap. 3. | 
To | ſtles, 
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_ fourth Chapter of the ſame * Book : What if iber: 
| fhou'd ariſe a Diſpute concerning any Matter of Que. 


to follow the Order of Tradition, which they delivered 
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Res, handed down by the ſucceeding Biſhops from 
one to another to his own Time. So again in the 


ion, ought we not to recurr to the moſt ancient Or- 


ches, in which the Apoſtles were converſant, and in- 


form ourſelves of the Truth of the Debate ? And what 
if the Apoſtles had left us no Scripture, ought we not 


to thoſe to whom they committed the Care of the Chur- 
ches ? This we find is the only Rule of many barbarous 
People, that believe in Chriſt, who without the Aſſi- 
fance of Letters or Ink have Salvation written in their 
Hearts by the Spirit, and dil:gently preſerve the an- 
cient Tradition: And leſt any one ſhow'd think the 
Holy Scriptures to be underſtood by Tradition, 


he adds, F Since we have ſhewn the State of Apoſtoli- 


cal Tradition, committed to the Church, and preſerved 
among us , let us return to our Proof from the Serip- 
tures. And thus much for Irenau . 
S. Ferom, who is the firſt Father quoted by the 
Cn Objector againſt Tradition, is expreſs for 
it and was cited for that Purpoſe by the Learned 
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* Quid enim & fi qua de aliqua modica quæſtione diſce- 
ptatio efſet, nonne oporteret in antiquiſſimas recurrere Ec- 
cleſias, in quibus Apoſtoli converſati ſunt, & ab eis de præ- 
ſenti quæſtione ſumere quod certum & re liquidum eſt? 


Quid autem fi neque Apoftoli quidem Scripturas reliquiſ- 
ſeat nobis, nonae oportebat ordinem ſequi traditionis, quam 


tradiderunt iis quibus committebant Eccleſias? Cui ordina- 


tioni aſſentinot multæ Gentes barbarorum, eorum qui in 


Chriſtum credunt, fine charactere vel atta mento ſcriptum 


ha bentes per ſpiritum in cordibus ſuis ſalutem, & veterem 


traditionem diligenter cuſtodientes Ibid. cap. 4. 

+ Traditione igitur, quæ eſt ab Apoſtolis, fic ſe habente 
in Eecleſia, & permanente apud nos, revertamur ad cam 
qua eſt ex Scripturis eſtenſionem, bid. cap. v. | bi 


Author 
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(as who does not?) 


| to be received: Indeed we ſbouꝰ d rejeti it, if we were 


|[ 159 
Author of the Defence, tho' this Gentleman takes 
no notice of it. His Words are theſe: || Th# 
Scripture- Authority could not be 3 the Conſont 
of all Chriſtendom would paſs for an Equivalent 15 4 
cummand; for a greut many — are no ie ſi obſer 
in the Churt h Ws the Foot of Tradition; hay N 
were enjoin d by an expreſs. Lau. 

| Tertullian:comes next in the Objector's Colle- 
Rion ; and tho'-he-adores the Falnefs of rhe 
yet he gives his Vote for 
Tradition, and Gedks of it in che ſtrongeſt an 
moſt unexceptionable Terms. Let us emquire; ſuys 
| he, whether no Tradition but what is written ought 


PR”) 


uncapable of producing any Inſt ance of other $ 
which without any Scripture - Record we viniliome 


merely npon the Authority of Tradition, and the Parro- 
nage of Cuſtom... 80 * again, If I can no where find 
4 Law, it follows that this founded pon Tra 


15 
dition , and muſt be ronfoncbly interpreted to have 
ſome time had the Authority of an Apoſtle. And in ano- 
ther Place, writing againſt the Hereticks, he ſays, 
that they are not to be argued with from Scrip- 
ture; n chat ide e of different: Paſſages ” 


tt. 1 . > 
— rn nn net men — — — — 


"| Elia Seri turz authoritas non fubelſet, totine nit 
in hac parte conſenſus inſtar præcepti obtzneret, -Nam,@& _ 
multa quæ per Traditionem in Eccleſia obſervantur, auths- 
ricatein fibi ſcriptæ legs uſurpaverunt. Waren- al. Taue 5 
rian. & Defence, p. | 

+ Ergo ——.— an & traditio niſi ſcripta non debeat 
recipi? . plane abimus recipiendam, ſi nulla exempla 
præjud icent aliatum obſervationum, quas ſine ullius Scrip- 
turz — ſolius craditionis titulo, & einde ron 
ſuetud inis patrocinzo vindica mus. Tertuil. De Coron. ca. ili. 

Si legem:nuſquam reperio, ſrquitur ut tradieio conſue- 
tudini — hunc dederit, habiturum quandoque Apo» 
oli auer icane ex intergretatione rationis. 1b, c. iv. 


in 
1 o 


tion of this good Doctrine, receiving it imme diatel 
from the Holy Apoſtles, Peter, James, John and Paul, 
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in the Holy Writings will not farther their Con- F 


viction, but * leave the Argument equal on both I ,, 
ſides ; but what I the Apoſtles preach'd, that is, what . 

Chriſt revealed to them, ought to be no otherwiſe pro- 
ved, than by thoſe very Churches, which the Apoſtles il ”. 


Founded, teaching them both by WORD OF MOUTH of 


and afterwards by Epiſtle. And if thus be the Caſe, ſays 
he, it is plain that every Doctrine, that agrees with thoſe th 
Apoſtolical Churches the Fountain and Original Source 
of the Faith, muſt be acknowledged to be true, as it pre- 
ſerves to us without any Doubt the Tradition of the 
Church from the - qt of the Apoſiles from Chriſt, 
.. Clemens Alexandrinus ſpeaks plainly of Fradi- 
tion, when he ſays, || Thoſ! who preſerved the Tradi- 


Father from Son, came even to ua by the Will of Provi- 


dence, to ſow thoſe Seeds of ancient and Apoſtolical WM 
* Ita evaderet conlatio ſcripturarum , ut utramque 2 
partem parem ſiſteret. De Praſcript. Hæret. cap. 1x4. 00 


4 Quid autem prædicaverint, id eft, quid illis Chriftas Wl *- 


revelaverit, & hic præſcribam non aliter probari debere, F 
niſi per eaſdem Eccleſias, quas ipſi Apoſtoti condiderunt, Fo 
ipſi eis prædicando, tam viva, quod aiunt, voce, quam per tas, 
piſtolas poſtea. Si hæe ita ſunt, conſtat proinde omnem 17 


Doctrinam, quæ cum illis Ecclefiis Apoftolicis matricibus dum 


&x originalibus fidei conſpiret, veritati deputandam; fine 
dubio tenentem quod Eccleſiz ab Apoftolis, Apoftoli 3 mW T7 
Chriſto, Chriſtus a Deo accepit. Ibid. cap. III. 4 
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Conveyunce."\"So'\agai There were ſome 
WRIFTEN"FRA ITIows among the ef, And | 
in another Place o Ar phe Dockrin. = the Apo- 
flermas ano ature ſavy} fo wap heir TRADITION. 
' Gregovd Natianzer and Bt, by the Teltiniony 
of re 2 durſt 'notifterprer Serip de but 
aprecably to the Nuls and uniform Con ear of 
=— Ages'before'them:'"'i Nigg 10 f 19 +9139 vs 
. Origen has told: ns, that that T1 ar is0 22 be ber 
lieved, *-which' in nothi E ſwer vet h from Ectlefiaſtical 
TRADIT. 20 N and again, "The Church received 
«TRADITION from the Apette to miner Bap> 
tiſm alſoto. Infants .. ann 
8. Raſd, in his Treatiſe On Spiritu 'ſatitto; 15 
theſe Words: 4 4s to the Objeition againſt the Do- 
xology, t bat t he Mords with the Spirit are not found 


in the Seripturas, anſwer; That if me" rective no- 


mw elſe 1 then . — this be ä 4 but 
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o Mia 0 1 raiſſor 2 * Amochnay aancp 41 
Saorania, wrus 53 x) id. L. vii, p. 325. 

+ Ruffin. Hiſt. Lib. Le 9. | 

* Origen. in Promm. J. 1. de prin. Illa ſola credenda eſt ve. 
ritas, quæ in nullo ab Eccleſiaſtica diſcordat traditigne. 

I. 1.14 Levis bom. 8. & in c4p. 6. Epiſt. ad Rom. Secun- 
dum Ecclefiz 8 etiam parvulis baptiſmum dari. | 
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„„ | 
if we obſerve many other upwritten Practices, then lat 
7 » — among the reſt; 1 look ape it "as An 
ſtolical, to adhere firmly even to unwritten Tradition : 
For, ſays F he, I commend you, Brethren, that Ye 
remember me in all things, and keep the Tradi- 
tions ,as 1 . them unto you. An gan, 
Hold the Traditions, which ye have received, 
whether by Word or Epiſtle,of which (Traditions) 
this is certainly one. And again, ¶ Of the DoBFrines that 
haus been preſerved and.preached in the Church, ſome 
we have in Writing, and others we have reteivel fron 
Apoſtalical Tradition derived down to us, privattly o 
without 4 publick Writing; and both theſe are f 
Force and Perſuaſion to Godlineſs ; and are gainſaid 
by no body. And a little after he ſays, & If we one 
attempt to ſet aſide unwritten Cuſtoms as: Matters of 
no Importance, we ſhall unawares endanger the. Goſpel, 
or rather bring it to a Naked Nm. 
Epiphanius ſays , + The Bounds of our Religion art 
which are the Foundation and Superſtrutture of 
our Faith, the Traditidns of the Apoſtles, the Holy 
Scriptures, and the Succeſſiows of Dottrine. And 4- 
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again, e muſt uſe Traditions for we cannot learn all 
things from vhe Holy Seripturvz and therefore the Apo- 
files dpli ere forge things: by Writing, and others by 
Tradition, And in hs Place: “ Solomon Jays, 
Hear, my Sam rbe Words ＋ 7 Farther, and deſpiſe not 


the Law-of thy Morher, by this that the Father, 
which is God, aud the only Begotten and the Holy 2 
rit taughi Tab by ee n RI 7 TEN: b- 
red ion. 50 8 


: Vincentius Eee, in the very Paſſage quoted 


by the Learned Objector, makes Tradition 'NE- - 


CESSARY to diftinguiſh-Catholiciſm from He- 
reſy: For, fays he, I er ary one elſe won A on- 
perſelt and uncorrupted in dhe Faith, wo miſt 
arm our with the "Authority of the Divine 
— an the Tradition "of Cat Church. 
which he plainly intimates that he that rejects 
Tradition cannot continue uncorrupted in the 
Faith, and conſequently that Tradition is neceſſa- 
ry to the juſt Interpretation of the Divige Law, 


which is the Point contended for. And indeed he | 


fully explains his Mind to this Senſe in the follow- 
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Wi fon «che Seripeure in a perſecb 
itional Authority of. Eceleſiaft i 
5 Reaſon is, becauſe the Holy Sms vin 
71. great Sublimity, ig nos underſt aod in tbe — 
_ byevery body, but is different — rp 
_ Perſons, ſo that it may ſeem to patroniae.'opjie- 
ſite and contrary Senteucer, und te pr cribs, As mam 
A e, as there are Aen. Aud the ini 
very NECESS ART, by reaſon of ſo many Lu 
rinths and Varieties of; Error, thas the Vraphetiaat and 
Apoſtolical Writings be interpreted byahs Rule Re- 
45 72 and Catholic Direct. 
Gregory Nyſſen. has theſe. Words, A Nor les a 
ne ſay, that we take for grantad what mont 40 br 
—, : | For it is 4 ſuſfcien: Dentonſtrat ian of ul 
Truth of what we ſay, that we have 4 Tr adition-deviutd 
from our Anceſtors to u, as a kind of lnbenitauca tnan 
mitted from the Apoſtles ;by the Sainta that went; their 
en And again, iure thereſmethe CHE 
. 4s » {7-0 1042619171934] Avi 2. 22 
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turarym Canon —— quid opus oft, ut ei EcclthaBiice 16 
telligentiæ jungatur authoritas? Quia videlicet Sg jprurah! 
Sacram pro ipſa ſua altitudine-non uno 2odemque 15 uni. 
verſi accipiunt: Sed ejuſdem eloquia aliter atque aliter 
alius atque alius interpretatur: Ut penc qpot homines ſunt, 
tot iflic ſententiæ erui poſſe videantur. —— 88 
multum neceſſe eſt, propter tantos tam varii erroris anira · 
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| actbrding: to Divine-Deltrine believes the: only Beydt- 
ten ta he God, anderejetts Polytheiſm, remeber as 
not admitt 4 Difference of Natures , leſt the.'Deis 
ien d be rbbught vpe of number 'by ©Difference o 4 7 
erben o: boiiyni ib ow 36177 i rt 304057 
t Bedelir id ref or Tradition) when he 
ſiys, * that the two Sacraments are believed ne- 
cellary to Salvation upon the Evidence of Tradi- 
tion - And in another lace, ſpeaking of the Va- 
Jidity.:of Heretical Baptiſms, the Apaſtlis com- 
mande d not hing hene of; yer the Cuſtom; 'which mas ur- 
ged againſt S. Cyprian, ig ro: be belirurii tu proceed 
fram\their TRADITION, even a mam veher things 
ve, which are held byitha whole — and ute therd- 
fore well heliewed v haud been rn eter _ | 
filery Although rhey be not mitten 
8. Chryſoſtam teſtifies} that . h ges lid ur 
deliver all things byWriting, but many things without; 
— ſays he, „ cdi lein ce. 
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pum tenant, preter baptiſ- 
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Hoke Exordium am TOP Fredenda cf, ficut ſuot multa 
qua univerſa renet Ecelefa, & ob hoc ah A poſtolis præcep- 
ta dene cveduntur, quamquam ſcripta non ceperlantur. : 5 
nene, Dondtiſt, Lib. v. cap. 23. Eiir. Banedi. 
al: Ou, ] , Eises, rape ige, 2, ma 
4 Pl. e 1 9 TavTa 2 Ela. 
Nel, och & UxAndiag d ibis nyb peo, 
1 ber, 3 Lira. 3 be al Theſſalon. ii. 


(lhe 3. b. fo 
| Theres 


— RNNNE.- 
be CN om, br is. @ Tradivien enjuite 1. 


8 1 i 44h den 
Thus (to follow. our *.Avthor's Method)-che 
Reader may ſee, that we are invited to ſtudy the 
Holy Scriptures according to Eccleſiaſtical uud Ci. 
tholich Tradition, that thoſe are condemn'd ho ſet 
up Traditions of their on, contrary to the Do- 
ctrine of the Church, and pretend to be wiſer 
than the Presbyterate or Succeſſion of Primitive 
' Biſhops ; that in Matters of Diſpnte we are" to 
recurr to the Apoſtalical Churches, or Records of 
the Primitive Writers; that the Conſent: of Chri- 
ſtendom is equivalent to 2 Scripture- Command; 
that among the diſferent lnterpretations of Pri- 
vate Men the Scriptures muſt-ueceſlarily ſuſfer ei 
ther ſome Addition, or Diminution, which may 
be prevented by adheriug cloſely to the Rule e 


univerſal Tradition in che Conſtruction of the Di- 


vine Writings ; that, tho? it be great Pride to ſet 
up (private) Traditions againſt Scripture yet 
Primitive and Catholick Bvidence is a ſufficient 
Ground for Practice, becauſe the Apoſtles deli 
ver'd ſome of their Doarigesin Writing, 'bthers 
by Tradition; that the Fſuffers a Coy: 
tempt of Tradition, and. ng Fre to reject yawritten 
Cuſtoms, is ta reduce the Scriptures themſelves to 
a Naked Name; ina word, that we cannot faith- 


fully adhere to Scripture, nor conſequently obtain 
the Promiſe of Life and Salvation, which is anner 


ed to ſuch a faithful Adherence, unle ſs we inter- 
pret it according to the Senſe of the -univerſal 
Church, and the Rule of Eccleſiaſtical Tradition 
| The Learned Objectox proceeds to examine the 
particular Inſtances in Which che Lane Authot 

| Ar g — — — 
»* No ficient Reaſon pag. 18. 1 
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of the Defener had obſerved; that we ourſelves 
were forced to fly to Tradition: But this being 
fully anſwered in à learned Treatiſe now in the 
preſs, which is written upon the Subject of Tra- 
dition, and has ſufficiently-eſtabliſh'd' the Neceſſity 
of it, to the perfect Knowledge of Religion; I ſhall 
only obſerve that, whereas this Gentleman endea- 
vours to prove the Divine Authority of Sc 
from the Teſtiniony that one Part gives * ano- 
ther, from the New- Teſtament's bearing Witneſs 
of the Old, and from the Miracles wherewith they 
declare themſelves atteſted, he begs the Queſtion 
in Diſpute. For, how can one Fart evidence 
the other, tilt its own Authority is eſtabliſdꝰ and 
how ſhall that be eſtabliſt'd but by Primitive Te- 
fimony ? And how can the New Teſtament be 
a ſufficient Witneſs of the Divine Authority of 
the Old, till itfelf is proved to be Divine, which 
| can be no other wiſe effected than by the Evidence 
of the Chureh ?' A 140.4). 
Leone now te the Objetions to the Ehidetics 
produced for the ono And here the Learned - 
955 ell ws þ thite this . was not ſo uni- 
al as" it is pretended ro be. But how does he 
| i this? Why he ſays, * during the firſt three 
hundred Wurs, there are only four W wheſſes produced 
for N; one in Paleſtine, "one in France, l in 
Egypt, „and another in Carthage. And is not this 
ſuffcient? To produce a Teſtimony from every 
_ of the then known World, from Aſia, Eu- 
opr and Africa, every one of them detlaring the 
ned Cup to be the Inſtitution of Chriſt, 11 cer- 
tainly ſuch Proof of this Practice, as cannot be 
ew for che nn Canon of . ee 6 2 0 
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ſtantiation is n ontrary: to the, 


Tradition. And what then? Does nat he.plajaly 


Name of Ignorance and Simplici 5 Ehen 
wou'd derive this ignorant, Fragte ff om the 82 


1 680 


een be. f The Silence col erben Chuxchen) in hy 
| Caſe is no more an A rgument for their Reception ' Of ; ity 


than it is far Tranſi obj antiation, that. it was the 

Dotrine of the. . becauſe there were na Diſputes 
about it in the Primitive Times. Under ;Fayour 
the Caſes, are, by no means parallel; for Tragen, 


1 i is e 4 a Divine eg ok 20d 
the plain Reverſe of the Doctrine, of the Ancient 
Church; neither of which ate Ss the 
Mixture. | „% ( 4th ien: DIC F; 42 10 
2 ſays the. Learned Obiedtor * S. Cyprian 
acknowledges all, Biſhops of his Days, _ 5 not: hold; this 


declare it to be owing to their. Wannen and 
affirm. their Neglect of it to be criminal? Now-ẽꝗ]ꝗ 
Tradition cannot be ſaid ta be:leſs Univerſal, he; 
cauſe it is eren by a, fe ignorant - Perlogs, 
who are: charged with Error, upon that yer y,/ 

count. What then wou'd our Author draw, from 
this Inſtance? Has he nothing againſt. the. Mix- 
ture, but a Practice that was; branded with the 


ſtitution, or he wou'd not: If he on'd, then f 90 
Saviour did not inſtitute Wine, for it is the Dils 
uſe of the Wine S. Gprian {pa of, if 11 wou'd 
not, rhe this Tradition have been; once 
Univerſ⸗ ſal, becauſe he — — own, there - Was 


4 Time, when, hin bebe ae fe e "as wo in 


monte 
4 
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der not pretend to juſtify their Condutt , : but only to 
ſfrew in Fall what their Praftite mat. 1 he deſigus 
any thing by this Argument, it is to ſhew, J 
the Tradition for the Mixture was not nter 

and that is wholly deſtroyed by this Objection: 
For 8. Cyprian does not ſay that his Predeceſſors 

omitted The Water; bur the Wine; ſo that if the 
Tradition de-tnterropted; it is only in that Part 
of the Cop, which is acknowledged by both os! 
The Water, which is the Point in Diſpute; is 
own'd by the Martyr to have been practis d even 
by thoſe, hom he accuſes for ignorantly diſung 
the Wine: Im a word, xhe Anſwerer dcknowledges | 
this Practice to bel indefenſible and contrary to 
the Doctrine of the Catholick Church, and muſt 
therefore retract his Argument, and confeſs the 
lnſtance to be no WI. prejudicial to the Tradi- 
tion contended for; betdulſs a manifeſt Error can 

be no Argument agaiaſt the Uaiverfality of a Pri- 

mitive Doctrine, nor can àn Uneathelick Price 
be a Proof of any Interruption 1 4 " Catholick 
Tradition. 1 nen 8 

Origen is next produced + hs: ele; wing bauer 

openly againſt any Neceſſity of of f a Mixture: The whole 
Paſage, upon which his Evidence is founded, is 
this; * But behold alſo my $avioir gong wp (the 
Paſſover into a large Upper Room furniſbe and ſcuſt- 

ing Free wes —— J Loc ei- them 12 Cup, of 
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; YT, a, . la q ura, 9 Sid ora aui g d TTY, 
3s viſer vas, ix 571 ,t. 'O luss⸗ 23 cugpai- 
Jay 0 Aa nr Aeg euvppaire, Y Ne avrol Ad- 
bers, Tigre —— f I iran Id moTheiy f Hufe 
Navings T; bpdis ra. nee; views N a 
Hen. Lil. in Ferom, 11, r M : 151497. 
Torn ” | which 
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which.it is erin tbr ei For. Jeſw 
72 his Diſciples., erertains them wich uni 
Wine, and ſays unto: t hon, Take, Print, Gen Sen 
thou that the Cup of the New Jeſtamemt figvifies aiPre- 
miſe ? Keeſt thew that a Cup of, n of 
a Puniſhment / Now, that —— Paſſage is corrupted; I ir b 
L ſhall endeavour to ſhew from 1 e fe 
the general Voice of the Primitivs Church, 4 
its Contradidtion to 8, Jerome's Veriipr —— 
its Inconſiſtency with the Context. And firſt, it 
muſt be obſeryed that Origen ſpeaks of this ſup. 
poſed No- Mixtnre as a written Tradition: m 
e, are his Words; but it can hardiy be 
imagined, that Juſtin Martyr, Irenaus and Clem: 
drinu, every one of them ancientey than 
this Father; I ſay, it can't be imagined that they 
| ſhou'd have been {bat of this Tradition, and 
yet they all; as has been proved, give in expreſs 
contrary Evidence. 8. Cyprian alſo, who comes 
behind Origen but 24 Years , declares himſelf « 
Stranger to this Tradition, And the ſame may 
be ſaid of the Council of Carthage, of Trulle, _ 
all the ſucceeding Ages of the Church: Nay, the 
School- men themſelves, thoſe Patrons. of che ad 
Reformation, and Pillars of Proteſtant Superſtr- 
cture, here undermine their own Building, and ap- 
pear as Counter - Evidence to t 
nian Tradition. Oi 
But 24ly, the Greek Citation is diredtly « contra 
ry to the ancient Verſion of S. Jerome: For, 
whereas the Greek ſays, our Saviour did. not mix 
the Cup, the Latin ſays he did, de quo in Evangelv 
ſeriptum eſt, uod miſcuerit eum. Nor is it a] 
Objection, that Origen afterwards calls it axel, 
for that he did not deſign. to exclude the Water WM + 
by that Term, may be. gathere from; his on la- 8 
e of the ſame Expreſſion i in the — ＋ 
= — OO 


Py 
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dete la ff 5: very KAR ſe Lines before, 
we e fells ah e flerßeb Ag. 
4 wif Wa” Cd ht igiorane Tranſcriber 
Fee 5 #6 lor, and in conſequence 

ig öſtitute 4277 - V for Une, aud 
het p 9 2 ame Balitieſs hot to correct the 
Text, .cl6fe to the 0 iginal, he trauſlat- 
et it . Aim, and that perhaps without any De- 
ſign AUT nog niie-an wamixed Cp" zur 
ore hau he dtfign'd rd xclude the Mixture by 
rranflating tire Hh er Caiæ Vinl ME. 
V tho Arte bly wt 123 Oflginal he Hays that 
75 Cup Wis dn ex pai : aliqua temperats.” ap 
"Bit Jae 0 ax it now ſtands'in' Hut- 
0 ;, is ebnnttent Wich This fitext. Hot Ori- 
1 a A hpn Ran g that Text pf Jeremiah, Eve. 
a b 4 b he, which he tells us 
1 05 4 Jo fin a Lateral Selle, but” dat may de 
eted by engüfriug into the „er Age, 
. N ie, # 8 of this, he 
09 to ſhew the differe ſtery and Si- 
Eniffcatfof 1 1 Wine from ſome Inſtances 
«Ray This h e produces the Cup of 
1 55 e Cup of Torment, 

Herne; 916 in the P Kin der c of Core 
tection, Toe: p3 mixd Wine in the Proverbs; and 
Ns ar tile Iuſtitution of the" Euchariſt, for che 
Cop of Benedictiog: 4 If thou wonld'ſt ſee, ſays x7 
os 17 5 of Bleffing Which the Joſt drink, it 
For, “ may füffce to obſerye that Saying 2 of ichen. 
t m BY © Drink ye the Wine which I haue mixed for you”: 


0 Then Follows: e, Bur behold 9, my 85 
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P ſalm the oy | heron Ups + Id. ibid 
noted 2 V5 viour 


(ua] 
viour goi to the Paſſover; that. | 5, 
. — Warne from os, Lord's Pr, 
5 have cited it before. Nom, if 1 
ter ſpeaks of the ſame Cup i ia both; theſe Pallag 
as it is evident he does; if he makes 20th 
relate to the Cup of Benedictioa, it 1s plain, thei 
Ingredients were 4 5 ame, But be declares, the MW Lo 
firſt to be mixed, therefpre the. other mul 2 dat 
xed alſo. Nor let It be ſaid, that ruft Jome- I 
times ſignifies to pour out, excluſive of a, Mixtu! Ly 
and therefore the Text in the Proverbs Ay: ſignife WM the 
no more than: the Wine which J have poured qe the 
you; for the ObjeQor bimſelf e 210 : 
Origen, in the Paſſage before us, uſes that; 9 75 be 
expreſs a Mixture; and it ĩs worth obſery 8 that tu. 


tho he ſpeaks of this Text three times in the ſame thi 
Page, he neyer uſes TH other Werf but "Wh were anc 
and xiprapear Nay, When. of plainl Y: 0 coi 


the Wine of Soda, as..h Teng that ta re ae to 
the evil Man, and the Fe er to the 80945 When Co 
one wou'd think the Contrariety of the Signilica MW - 
tion wou d have ng him to have fort ne an 
pans 255 Term, and to have ſbewn that there 
was no Difference in the Wine, if there 17 0 15 
none, as the Anſwerer conceives; yet even ber 
E (7 eaks, the ſame Language, and tells “ us 4 4 
zer 1 a Wine of Sodom, and a Wine which /iſdon 
has MIXED; . and which is ſtill more, in the 
Words immediately precedin this Wen 
from the Proverbs, be bimſelf interprets the 
Kiesel of the Pſalmiſt to ſignifie not pure 17555 
luted Wine, and then proceeds 1 to the Cup or B 
ſing, where he urges the olvoy oy Su¹e,Eͤuͤ §, without 
the leaſt Hint of any Difference in the Significa- WW ' 
tion of the Verb from the Noun , tho' they are — 
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| Pia lot allow one Witnelß to ſet aſi 


0 195 H 
ecived from the ſame. Radix, 
Neg ba dne the Jai {fit 


i ft fue ae 0 e 9 7 en. ty 
iu chi contrag lie Ag Manger; 0 100 allo 


a rs, e 
1 yet 1. then the Caſe Wo | cl 
PFor,,-what,Proportion is ther, fe 
8 wy js 7 75 ok one ſingle Writer of the 
third Century, and d that of f earlier, contemporary 


8. — 


and ſucceeding Fathers ? 1 75 en, and the 


conſentient Teſtimony of Tobin 4 55 and Ve- 
nau, Clemens Ale xandrimu, and ; Hure 


Councils of Car 11 Orleans | 5 7758 of the 
u 


Apoſtolical Conſtitut ions; of cel Igies of 9 75 
ſoſtom, 8 aud. S.James, &c. beret eRe- 
lation of Clemens . Sche the 
Evidence of all the Ag 0 ere 
owd, certainly de Fi 150 
certain termine againſt UN... 
10 b ide the Evi. 
dence of- five hundred, much les wou'd they pre- 


ferr the Teſtimony of one ſingle Writer to that of 


the beſt recommended: Authors, to that of whole 
Synods and Churches. This Gentleman Knows 


very well, that we build nothing upon the Teſti- | 


mony of a particular Father, where ir oppoſes the 


uaiverſal rern of abe Church 10 Li. 
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5 Uno ſlus and Conſent, b. which we ; 
224 in We an 7 15 in our Aj af. 
ter the neceſſary Truths of een, Aid ar 
we think this Rule see anſwered, whi 
all who write upon WE ure vnaohmope 
their Evidence, and u 1 5 — by any one Writer 
of the Primitiye Ages; fo when we find a particu» 
lar Writer conrradiding the General Sai 
of thoſe onexctptionable Times, we look 90 his 


y 
1 


17 old one; becauſt that cannot by carts 
| Tick, Which is flogolar,, #1 can a Singul 
any OhjeQion' to A Eccleſiaſtical nn h 
8. Cyril of Feru ſalem, fays the Learned“ 
gor, Horz 8 70 — 5 our Saviour chan angel 
© the, Water at the Feaſt at Caua in Galilee" % 
„ why kannt he as well change Win ite bit 
"Now it is a rt dn an hands; that 
« gur Saviour did no change the 88 
| « Wine and Water, but into ine on. 
& S. Cyril makes no differetice betwixt this Wine, 
«and that which he made tis Bicod.“ 8. Gyr 100 
here drawing a. Parallel between the mir 
Converſion of the Water at Can, and the Spiri- 


2113 25 
[6 To: WE; 


4 


tual Tranſmutation of the Elements in the Bleſ- 


ſed Sacrament : His Deſign was only to magaifie 
the Divine Power, and enforce the Belief of, à ſpi- 
ritual and myſterious Change in the Cup, from 

alk Miracle that was wrought” upon 


F oo? ei 75 1 — Cs - {= £244 
| + Quicquia vero, ee ine Gnftus & doctus, quath: 

vis Epiſcopus, quamvis Confeſſor & Martyr, preter omnes, 
aut contra omnes ſenſerit , id inter proprias & occultas & 
privatas opininnculas , 3 communis, publicz ac generalis 


|  ſententi# authoritate ſecretum ſit. Vincent. Lirinen, cap. 39. 
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Evidence as Sifigularity and Opinion, 
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the Galilean Wing. But the Objeftor;extends the 
Parallel; to the Matter, and from the Agreement 
of the Miracle argues the Sameneſs of the Ele- 
ment. ¶ Mater mas changed into Nins alone, then 
Wine alen is changed into Chriſt's Blogd,:. But here 
the Author has tranſverted the Parallel, and en» 
tangled the Queſtion.| For, if we con'dj argue 

from the Subject of one Miracle to that of the 
other the Change of the Water into Wine alone, 
wou d not inferr that Wine alone is changed into 
changed into Wine, ſo Wine is changed into bis 
ſwer to; the Galilean Water, but the Objjector in 
contradiction to his own Quotatiqn makes it an- 
ſwer to the Wine. In a word, it does not fol- 
low, that becauſe S8. Gil mentions only Wine, 
therefore there was nothing elſe in the Cup; for 
Negative Arguments are precariaus and uncer- 


tain, inſuffcient Foundations for any Doctrine 


and, are nothing but Air, when placed in Compe+ 
tition with poſitive Evidence, S. vil might be- 
lieve the Cup mixed, tho? he does not ſaꝝ ſo; fon 
as on the one hand he does not teſtiſie chat there 


was. Water in the Cup, ſo on the other he does 


. not deny it. Tho! be declares there was Wine, 
be does not ſay there was nothing elſe. Nor has 


the Author quoted any thing from bim, tohich 
2 455 — for the Mixture will not willingiy 
units. 1 Kit a. free; 


bo 56 03 eb DOat bart ww .- 
Ihe Learned Objector + produces 8. Chryſoſtom; 


© as) profeſſingy againſt ſome who were for the 
* Uſe of Water in the Sacrament, that our Sa+ 
“ vigur, when ho delivered the Myſteries, delivered 
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Sacrament againſt the Armenians, ho uſed Wine 
only. And that S. Chryſoſtom meant no more 
than this in the Paſſage cited by our Author, 15 

lain from the Teſtimony of the Fathers aſſem. 

led at Tyullus, who declare that S. Chryſoftoni 
himſelf directed the Practice of the Mixture iu 
his own Church, and charge the Armenians with 
Miſeonſtruction for interpreting this very Quota⸗ 
tion in the ſame Senſe with the Objector: For 
ſay they, S. Chryſoſtom is there arguing againſt the 
Hereſy of the Hydroparaſtæ, who adminiſtred in 
Water only, but he does by nd! means teach the 
Oblation of mere Wine, for that wou'd be'cofts 
tradicting his own Practice, and oppoſing the 
Uſage of the Apoſtolical Churches, in all which 

we find this Cuſtom to be obſerved as of Divine 
Inſtitution. And here we may ta ke notice that 

the Trular Sy nod far within 285 Years of S. Cu- 
ant Ne. n 20 f 1 0 % 
But S. Beſs Liturgy,” the Learned Auſweter 
tells * us, ic manifeſtly againſ/ the Talmudick Di- 


| | | | Id. ibid. T 
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ny 
 #nit-ion. ahout the Fruit of the Tree, inaſmneh as 
the Cup, before it i- pretended to he mixed, is called here 
Tlorhewr. & 7% uri uu & f Ahl, the Cup of the 

Fruit of the Vine, th i d ſay, of Wine without Na- 

ter, it not being yet ſuppoſed ro be mixed. This Ob- 
jection goes upon a Suppoſition that S. Baſil uſes 
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the Expreſſion of the Fruit'of the Vine in the ſame 


Senſe in which it is uſed by our Lord in Scripture, 
becauſe if he pats another Meaning upon it, than 
what Chriſt put, it is plain he uſes it ih ah'arble 
trary Senſe; and has no Regard to the Scripture- 
Idiom, when he calls the ancotiſecrated Cup, be 
Fruit of the Vine; and can therefore he no Byidence 
of the Senſe of that Phraſe in Scripture, ſince he 
is allowed to deviate from the Scripture: Meahin 
in the Uſe of it. Now, ſince this is the Caſe, 
8. Baſil be proved to uſe our Lord's Expreſſion in 
a different Senſe from that in which Chriſt uſed 
it, our Author's Argument muſt yaniſh , becauſe 
it is built upon the contrary Suppoſition, and 
ſtands only upon the imagined Agreement of this 
Father with Sctipture in the Uſe of the Paſchal 
Phraſe.” But that 8. Baſil does uſe the we 73 5 
of the Fruit of the Vins in a different Senſe from 
our Lord, may be thought probable from the fol- 
lowing Conſiderations. This Father in the'Paſ- 
ſage before us _— declares that our Lord 
mixed the Cup before he gave it to his Diſciples, 
and before he pronounced the Words of Inſtitu- 
tion, This is my Bliod. But the Scriptures inform 
us, that our Lord call'd it the Cup of the Fruit of the 
Vine after the Pronouncing the Words of Inſtitu- 
tion, and when the Solemnity was over; ſo that 
by S. Baſils own Teſtimony our Lord uſed the 
Words Fruit of the Vine to expreſs the mixed Cup, 
and conſequently he declares himſelf to uſe them 
in a different Senſe from our Lord, if he meant to 
VV =: ex- 


* 


[ 1781 
expreſs only Wine by them. Nor is it any Ob- 
jection againſt S. Baſil, that he alters the Senſe of 

a Scripture-Phraſe; for ſure no one will ſay we 
are tied to the very ſame Meaning, when we bor- 
row any Expreſſion from Scripture, any more 
than the Compilers of the Common - Prayer 
thought themſelves obliged to keep to the Scrip. 


ture Meaning, when in the Collect upon S. Sve phen s 


Day they pray chat in all their Sufferings they may 
ſtedſaſtly look up to Heaven, that is, not with their 
bodily Eyes, as S. Stephen did, but with the Eye 
of Faith. From hence it plainly appears, that 
the Talmudick Diſtinction remains fitm and un- 
touch'd, even tho' S. Baſil ſhou'd be ſuppoſed to 
uſe the Words Fruit of the Vine to expreſs undi- 
luted Wine; becauſe, as his Deſign was not to ex- 

lain that Expreſſion as uſed by our Saviour, ſo 

e did not think himſelf under any Obligation of 
adhering cloſely to our Lord's Senſe in the Uſe 


2 It. TY : A 3 1 „ L215 4 eee, - 
But 24!y, By che Cup of the Fruit. of the Vine, S. Ba. 


, 


ſil might ſpeak the Language of the Talmud itſelf, 
and mean the ixed Cup, even tho” the Mixture 
Was not yet made: He might denominate it the 
FoTnewv 78 ,,]. G-, tho? it was not yet ſuch, 
becauſe it was ſet apart for that Purpoſe, and in 
regard to the Ingredients it was afterwards'to 
contain; for this way of ſpeaking by:Anticipation 
Is warranted by a Figure in Rhetorick, and is 
common to all Languages. Thus Virgil expreſ- 
, 4:4 11204 up 1607 of 
 —————Qq it ltr, 
tho? that City was not yet called Lavinium; and 
in our own Language we ſay, he conſecrated the Al 
tar, tho” it is not an Altar, till the Conſecration 
is perform'd, - In the ſame Manner S. Baſil might 
ſay, he took the Cup of the Fruit of the Vine, _ 
| | | | mixe 


mixed it, tho ĩt was not ebe Cup of the Fruit le- 
Vine, till after the Mixture was made. For this 


is no more than ſaying, our Saviour took the Eu- 


chariſtick Cup, and Bleſſed or Conſecrated it, tho 
it was no more the Euchariſt before the Conſecra- 


tion, than it is the Cup of the Fruit of the Vine be- 
fore the Mirtur . 1999 34.8 66 2601 VF 
And 34h, this Conſtruction is very much con- 
firmed by the Ale xandrian Copy of S. Baſil's Litur- 
gy publiſhed in * Renaudotius, where our Saviour 
is ex preſly ſaid to have mixed the Cup with Wine 
and Water. This puts the Meaning of Keese out 
of Diſpute, and will eaſily remove the Difficulty, 
into which our Author has argued the Paſſage, 


For ſince it declares the KX4ezope to be Wine 
and Water, it effectually overthrows the firſt Part 


of his Dilemma, which is, that z«2#oe5 does not 
ſignifie a Mixture; for Wine and Water are 
certainly a Mixture, and to make that Compoſi- 


tion is indiſputably to Mix. And for the ſecond 


Part, viz. that the Fruit of the Vine ſiguiſies pure 
Vine, becauſe. the Cup is called by that Ne blfore 
the Mixture is pretended to be made, this alſo muſt 
ſubmit to the Fulneſs of the ſame Expreſſion; and 
vaniſh.upon the Evidence of the Alexaydrian Co- 


at the ſame time with the Water, ſo that, if the 


py. For here the Wine is declared to be infuſed 


Calling the Cup the Fruit of the Vine (as it is in 
Goar's Edition) before the Mixture was made, be 


a Proof that there was no Water in it, it muſt alſo 


be a Proof that there was no Wine in it, and con- 
ſequently that thoſe Words cannot ſigniſie pure 
Wine. Either both Parts of the Mixture muſt be 
excluded from the Fruit of the Vine, or neither. If 
both, then our Author has no expreſs Scripture- 
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Evidence for the Wine by S. Baſs Teſtimony; 


If neither Parts are to be excluded, then the Fruit 


of rhe Vine ſignifies the mixed Grp z and 8. Baſil 
gave it that Appellation, not as if it was already 
mixed, for that hedeclares was done afterwards, 


but by way of Anticipation, and in regard to the 


5 Ubſſe for which it was deſign'd; as we call a Build- 


ing defign'd for the Service of God, a Church, be- 
fore it has been conſecrated, tho it is not proper. 
Iy ſuch, till after the Conſecration has been per. 
formed. 5 e 4 A LOH. ESTA 
The Sum of the Argument is this; That either 


8. Baſil did not uſe the Expreſſion of the Fruit of 


the Vine in the ſame Senſe in which it is uſed in 
Scripture, and is therefore no Evidence againſt 


the Talmudick Diſtinction, obſerved: by our Lord 


at the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt; becauſe he did 
not think himſelf obliged. to uſe the Scriptore- 
Language in no other Senſe, than that of the Di- 


vine Writings, it not being his Deſign to com- 
ment upon or explain thoſe Words but adapt 


them to his own Uſe: Or, if he did ſpeak out 


Lord's Meaning when he uſed bis Words, then he 


ſpoke agreeably to the Talmud, and called the 
empty Cup the Fruit of the Vine, becauſe it was to 
contain the Ingredients denoted by that Expreſ- 
ſion, and to be mixed, as the Talmudick Cup was, 
with Wine and Water. _ e 

The Learned Objector makes another Effort to 


ſet aſide the Interpretation of the Word Kst. 
by urging that che Erymology of the Verb xeegvvuu 
is taken from the Cuſtom of Drinking out of a Veſſel of 
Horn; ſo that, ſays he, our Learned Author may un- 


dertate to prove not only that our Saviour inſtituted « 


o 


— 


=. 


* 


+ No ſufficient Reaſon, pag. 42. 


Mix- 


Mixture, but that he did it in 4 Vaſſel:of Horn ; and 
ſo made that eſſential too. To thishanſwer'if; that, 
if Keegvrups did neceſſarily ſignifie drinking out of 


a Horn- Veſſel, our Saviour's Uſe of that fort of 


Cup won'd not malie it an Eſſential Practice, nor 
bind it u Pon the Chriſtian Worſnip becauſe the 
Cup is no more than à Circumſtance, nothing but 
the Vehicle of the Sacramental Ingredients: It re- 
ceives the Elements, as the ſacred Building does 
the Communicants, but can be no more proved 
neceſſary than the Walls of the Church. It is no 
Part of the Sacrifice, and is unenjoin'd by the Inſti- 


tution . It is the Bread, Wine, and Water, that 
are verily and indeed taken, and received by the 


Faithful in the Lord's Supper. But this Gentle- 


man's Argument extends to the Cup, and obliges 


edients. 
Our Lord commanded his Diſciples to drink what 
he had mixed, but the Objector enlarges the Sub- 
je& of the Precept, and makes him inſtitute not 
the Mixture only, but the Receptacle of it, not 
the Wine and Water, but the Cup alſo. But 24, 
we can draw no Argument from mere Etymolo- 
gy: Words are to be interpreted from the con- 
ſtant Uſe of them in the beſt Authors, and to be 


to the ſame Veſſel, as well as the ſame lng 


underſtood according to the Senſe of thoſt Times, 


in which their Signification was ſettled and de- 
termined. Thus Keegyvvus was conſtrued to mix, 
according to the Interpretation of all Ages and 
Times, without any regard to the Etymology ;nor 
has the Obje&or brought any Claſſical inſtance of 
a contrary Signification ; for tho” he has produced 
ſome few Citations from Juuenal and Homer, &c. 
he has not offer d one Reaſon to fupport his in- 
ter pretation of them, or to ſhew that the Mixture 
was excluded from them; and yet, I believe, there 


is 


ed Juſtin Martyr to Daillie;, but the Objector re- 


gives the Emperor an Account, "that the l 


Ls, J. 


is no one that doubts but reef is: the proper 
Term for mixing; if there be, he ny" read his 


Confutation & in che Margin 41 


The Learned Author of the Weh bad oppo. 


preſents him as oppoſing this Father to the Apo- 
ſtles. Te Mr. Daillee's' Aﬀertion, ſays | he, that 
the Apoſtles did not give the leaſt Inti mation of the 


"Mixture, he tells us, Juſtin Martyr did, than which 
he could not well have ſaid more, if he had lool d upon 
bis. Apology as Canonical Scripture. ' Now the Piſ- 
ſage, in which the Learne 332 places the 


Oppoſition, is this. Where be (Juſtin 54 


Wine and Water were Euchariſtized or Bleſſed; 


adds, that our Saviour commanded his Apoſtles to — 


lebrate in the ſame ¶ Manner. That is, Juſtin Mars 
tyr teſtifies that the Apoſtles did adminiſter that 
very Mixture, of which Daile ſays they give 10 
Intimation. And is here any Oppoſition between 
Juſtin Martyr and the A poſtſes? Daillie fays;they 


ee e of the e Tuſtin Mari 
C 10 OW 


775 E 3 3 # > #7 Es. 1 
* * 1 


Its 90 er ante mals EE : brad 


; igen, June EV. "Philo de Mundo. 

Hi Tips + oy uus abo ehe, Gu 
parvua pila, Pac. 
per ole hf Plato de Leg. e 
G. Jur. p vene n. Dio ſcor. Lib, 4. 
—— 15 Tacey dperle a ener abr Td 90. 6. 
len, ad Glaus. 1 5 1 

Kexee90 ive d nge elyr. Plutar. in Numa. 


e 7 ao , guogas. m7 USaraeds. The 
17 dl | ; 


th. 6. cap. 19. 


Tors 5 Stole & Hparapxe Nba. un cm bohev. . 


in Philebo, 
* Kees eee 5 ove Y wings Th Try. bluse in Nuns 
+ No ſu cient Reaſon, page 48. 1 Defence, pag. 50. 
affirms 


; c 4 ® 
; : 5 ; 
. 1 4 3 > 8 5 5 pe; : 

5 "0 . 73 
# 5 bx oF 1 | 
2831 
, 7 . = 


s 


affirms”, they practis d it in Obedience to the 
Command of oar Lord. This Pathers*Aſſertion 
therefore is plainly produced againſt Daigers Te- 
ſtimony, and is ſo far from oppoſrig"the A poſto- 
lical Writings, that it urges the Force and Obli- 
zation of the Practice from thoſe very Writings, 
and enforces the Duty from the'Apoſtslical Ac- 
count of the Iuſtitution preſerved'in''the Holy 
Scriptures, Do this in remembrance me, ag I have 
ſewn before, 5. 18. Thus Fifi Marry in con- 
tradiction to Ball declares that the Apoſtles did 
intimate a Mixtute, lie places it upon the HFobt of 
4 Divine Iajanction, and derives/it from the In- 
ſitution of Chriſt himſelf ,' which! is a ſuffcient 
Anſwer to all the little Reaſonings 6f this foreign 

Divine. For tho the Objector w Sud evade the 
Force, of it by urging that Daillensatgument, not 
his Authority; was referr'd to, he may pleaſe to 
conſider that his Argument is founded upon this 
very Aſſertion, that 'the Apoſtles did nos give the 
leaſt Intimation of the Mixture, and muſt therefore 
vaniſh, when the Foundation is /removed?” 

The Learned Objector a- ſecond time recurts 
to Daillte, and ſeems willing to ſtand hy the Con- 
ſequences of his Argument, hieß is this N. 


> * 


know from Juſtin Martyr, that Water was mixed with 


the Nine: But that any one was ever condemm d by 


him, as guilty of a grit vous Sin, for celebrating the Eul 
chariſt in Bread and Vine only, we do not . know. 


And is not the Reaſon of this plain? There ne- 


ver had been one Inftance; in Juſtin's Time, of a 
Perſon that did adminiſter in Bread and Wine on- 
ly. The Martyr cou'd.not condemn a Corruption 
before it had a Being, nor fix a Criminal Charge, 
before any one had been guilty of the Crime. At 


| + No ſufficient Reaſon, cg · .. 
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this Rate wg b io | into pure Chri. 
ſianity,-and.,make Hereſy, and Truth tlie fame, 
Which of the Roman Corru ions were condem, 
ned by FuſtinH4aryr., or even by the Writers,of 
the Three firſt Ceaturies? Which of the Fathers 
bas 2 Trauſidſt anti ation, or 255 
matized who maintain the ei Cy; 
| Half-Commonios-?. Theyzhave:in Geng, | 2 7 
bliſhing the contrary Dockrine, effectually, 73 5 
thrown Were eee 27 en they 
have done the ame in the Buſineſs of the Mixture. 
Tuſtin Martyr, for e eee us, 8 
Bread, Wise, and Water, are the Matter of. 
Euchariſtical; [aſtitution,, and: were Nea 1. 
join d by un Lord 's Command, if this 
ther thought, Wie and Water the M Matter of 
Euchariſtical Cup, tie plain he thought it a grie- 
vous Sin to adminiſter in Wine only; becauſe fuch 
an Adminiſtratiaa wov'd have been a ſacrilegions 
Mutilatiog,, of the Lord's Repreſentative, Blood, 
and a direct Breach of the Divine 7 hand. 
Irene, $he Learned Anſwerer, tells. us, affirms 
the Cup to be gf the Creature, which, ſays, 
ſurely would have been of the Creatures, in the Flad 
Number, if be had me ant it of Water as well as Wine, 
This Father, 5 arguing: len thoſe, who denied 
the Body to becaable jortality, Our Lord, 
ſays be, acknowlec to be his Blood, but 
that Cup is of- 19 —— egen that Creature 
DUTY Di9OCT IS | | fed. How t 5 they deny, the 
an to be pale of e bah is nou- 
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p inly oppoſes our Lord's Created 
e Cup repreſents, to his Uncreat 


made the 
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Ex | je Me 
of Man was f the Earth, that is, as he himſelf ex 
plains it, eart eus 

was of the Creature, he doubtleſs, means create 
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or a Part of the Creation; and as the Apoſtle by 
uſing the ſingular Number did not exclude the 
different Parts of the humane Compoſition, be- 
cauſe they were all equally of ehe Earth, fo neither 
did the Martyr by ting in the ſame Number 
exclude the different Ingredients of the Mixture, 
becauſe they were both equally of the Creature, | 
Wat follows; in relation to the Words miſcere 
and vrezrdey, has heen already auſwer'd in p. 30, 
and 67. But whereas he thinks fit to urge the Au- 
thoirty of Euſtathius, as he had that of * Athenew 
before, to ſhew that vg was ſometimes uſed 
” where there was no Mixture; I ſhall only obſerve 
| that as to the latter of the two, tho? he derives 
the Etymology of this Word from the Cuſtom of 
drinking ont of à Horn-Veſſel, yet the Anſwerer 
does not pretend that he fixes any other Signifi- 
cation upon it, than that of the Mixture; belides 
that this Gentleman takes it for granted, that it 
was the Cuſtom to drink unmix d Liquor out of 
the Horn-Veſſel, whereas for any thing that has 
been ſaid, the Contrary might be the univerſal 
Practice; and if fo, his own Evidence will turg 
upon, Yom, and this very Etymology will eſtabliſh 
the Signification he oppoſes; becauſe, if ke ιι]“˖ 
be derived from the Cuſtom of drinking out of a 
Veſſel of Horn, and that Veſſel was atways mixed; 
then Keegdrwour alfo muſt always denote a Mixture, 
inaſmuch as it owes its Original and Signifieation 
to the uſe of a Drinking-Veſſel, in which the Cu- 
ſtom of Mixing was uninterruptediy obſerved. 
And indeed this is intimated by Athencus, who, in 
the Words immediately following our Author: 
Quotation, gives this as a Proof of the ancient Cu- 
ſom of drinking out of the xte or Horns, that 
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+ when ihey a «int wich Miner, they to this 22 
vſe the Mori Kendo m, As for Euſffanbiau, his Ex- 
pounding ge by Zrez7oy it no Proof that he 
thought Goptregey excluded a Mixture, becauſe 
ixearreer itfelt does not exclude it, but on the 
contrary! neceſſarily ſuppoſes the Liquor to be mi- 
xed. For, if there had been no Mixture at all, it 
— not have been _ or leſs unmixed, eee 
Nothing is not capable of Degrees. Homer there- 
fore, by {upb»igyy 5 66parps, meant only chat there 
ſhou'd be more Wine than Water in the Mixture, 
for Cog) and As do both of thein ſigniſie 
Wine, and muſt therefore in the Comparative De- 
gree be interpreted more of that Liquor, ſo that 
the Tranflation is literally thus, Pla vini miſer; 
agreeably to which Plutarch informs us, that no- 
thing more was meant by thoſe Words in Homer, 
than that the Mixture ſhou'd be made more ſtrong, 
or have a larger Infuſion of Wine than uſual. 
Theodorus Mopſueftenua is next produced as ia- 
terprering the Riesch in the Ixxir. Pſalm, to ſig- 
ihe a larg Liquor, and not a 
yeontradicted by Ori- 
whoilived: r$1 Years before him, and whoſe 
C in Crit:c:iſm can never be reckon'd in- 
ferior to Mopſuoſtonus : Origen, whoſe Evidende is 
thought an unanſwerable Obje&ion to the Mix- 
ture, tho* that'Evidence is founded upon a miſ- 
conſtrued Paſſage, and plainly: contradicts the Fa- 
ther's Meaning; This very Origes interprets: the 
dero ha don Ki Sen 550 W 0 ra | 
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tells us, that it was teniper'd or miacd. But tho 


 Mapſueſtenus was miſtaken/in his Þxpoſitian of the 
Zaimif, it. may perhaps be objeAted, har he iv 
ood Evidence of the Signification of xeZo4; which 
e teſtifies to have been often uſed to expreſi a 
large Draught of unmix*d Liquor. To this Lan- 
ſwer, firſt, that he has given us no Inſtance to cor- 
roborate his Interpretation, and 2dly, that I have 
before obſerv'd, that Juſtin Martyr and the Car- 
thaginian Sy nod, (to which 1 may add Clemens Ale. 
æandrinms and S. Cyprian, the 4*b Council of Oris. 
an, and the Trullan Synod, the Liturgy of 
 ſaſtem, and the Renaudotian Copy of 8. Baſil s Mi 
ſal, and others) do all of them teſtifie that it va 
the Practice to mix the Cup with WINE AND 
WATER, and do therefore plainly determine 
the Meaning of this controverted Expreſſion; For 
whatever Signification,it may have had upon 
other Occaſions, it muſt, when uſed of a mixed 
Cup, neceſſarily ſigniſie a Mixture: nf 
The Learned Anſwerer proceeds to a ſuppoſed 
_ Treatiſe of Athanaſine, in which he tells us, are 
theſe Words: ac em leiden nigyras 1d d dips, 


and he tranſlates them thus, 4 if he poured bu - 


own Blood into the Cup; whereas the Senſe of the 
Original ſeems better expreſſed in this Manner, 

41 if he had mix d his own Blood in (or within) the 
Cup. For Keegoas is a Liturgical Expreſſion, and 
is evidently: uſed; by this Writer in a Liturgical 
Senſeʒ for he draws the Compariſon between the 
el · and the du, between the Ruchariſtical Wine, 
and the Blood of Chriſt, and plainly alludes to the 
known Expreſſion of K4egca; olvey, when he uſes 


+ the Words Keegras d ua. from whence it follows, 


that he meant the very ſame thing by the xte 
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of Chriſt's Blood; that the Church meant by. the. 


Karp of the Euchariſtical Wine; bat 1 have 
betore-:ſhewn_ the-iKigzope; Of; the Eucbaxiſtical 
Wine to ſignifiea Mixtute, therefore the. x; 
of Chriſt's Blood muſt ſigni ſie a Mixture alſo. N 
jet it he ask'd, how ſhou d Qhriſt x lead he mix. 
For this is agrecable to the Langasge of tho 
Times, and | is eaſily aceou nted fon hy the, myſte· 
rioys Significatian, Which many. of the Fathers ata 


tribute to the Mixture: For Inſtances S. Cyprian 8 


diſtinguiſnes between the different lagredients. of 
the mix'd Cup, and calls the Wine the Blood of 
Chriſt; & and the Water the fahful Feople; and 
the ſame Myſtery is\3cktowledged,by At hanaſius, 
who, as Arroque from Cimbeſis's Authuarium Pair, 
informs us, gives this; Resſon for che. Mixture of 
the Cup, viz. that pure Vine fAnißes alis 2 iin Na- 


ture, which is unmix d ʒ and in that it is temper d mit 


Mater, it repreſents the Union that is betwixt us, 
From this Diſtinctian, I ſay, we may eaſily deter- 


mine the Senſe of this diſputed Paſſage z for if the 


Wine be a Symbol of Chriſt's Blood and the very 
ſame Wine be mixed with Water in the Sacramen- 
tal Cup, then Chriſt's Blood may properly enough 
be ſaid alſo to be mixed; ſo that e maꝝ thus ex» 
preſs this Author's Meaning: The Mine, which re- 


preſents the Blood of Chriſt, being mixed in the Cup of 
the Euchariſt, is at effectual to the Conveyance of So- 


briety and Vertue, as if that very Blagd, which is re- 
of res by it, was irſelf-mi 


ſtinction confines the Blood of Chriſt to the Wine, 
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eſe ſine nobis: Si vero aqua ſit ſola, plebs incipit eſſe ſine 
Chriſto. Ep. 63. 061637] eee e q A 
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An in the Sacred Veſſel. | 
Nor will it be any Ohjection to ſay, that this Di- 


and 


and excludes the Water from any Share in the M. ba 

| ir for I have before obſerved, that be W 19 
Myſtery may have various Signicatiom 

Thus the Water may at the ſame time denote the 
People and the Water that flowed from Cheiſts 
Side, and the Mixture may repreſent the Union 

of Chrift with his People, and Chriſt alone; for 
tho” the Ancients thought the Wine a Symbol af 

dur Lord's Blood, and the Water of — 
they did not think the Communicants pa Pl 


themſelves, when they partook of the mix'd 
and therefore 8 Cyprian — intimates & that fg 
the Wine and Water repreſents the Blood ef Pi! 


Chriſt alone, as well as the Union of that 'Blodd 
with the when he ſays that Water cam 
by itſelf repreſent the Blood of Chriſt; But adh, whe- 
_ ther this Interpretation of the Mixture be true or 
falſe, whether it does repreſent the Union of 
Chriſt with 2 or not; it plainly ſheiws 
what the Writer of the Treatiſe attributed to 8. 
Atbanuaſius meant by Keedoas, which is the Point 
it was brought to prove; for, tho? he might be 
miſtaken in — — the Mixture, yet 
his making one Part of that Mixture a Repreſen · 
tation of Chriſt's Blood is a manifeſt Proof that be 
thought Chriſt's Blood might be mixed, as well a 
that le id the Word x it; and conſequent- 


1y that, he uſed the Word xd in contradi- 

ction $6 our Author's Interpretation; to expreſs 

a Mixture, and not an undiluted Li quot. 
The Learned Objector goes on, and tells us 

that the Sepruagrme IO 3 r 
ac nene + Sauriis olyor, Which, he thinks, is ac- 
cording to the moſt natural Conſtruction, She hath 

poured her Wine into the Cup: But under Favour 


* Ep,63. || No ſufficient Reaſon, Poſter. pag 11. 
| , 3 2 TM ** that 


„ 
that is the moſt natural Conſtruction,; which 18 
moſt juſt; and the moſt juſt Conſtruction is, that 
ſhe hath poured her mixed Wine imo the Cup, as will 


which is this n 71IDD, She has ming lad hey 
Wine. For that W ſignifies to mingle, is evi- 
dent, not only from Junius and Tremellius, who 
tranſlate it miſcuit vinum ſuum, and from S. Cy» 
prian, who, tho he quotes this Text from the Sop- 
tuagim-Verſion, is a Stranger to our Author's la- 
ter pretation, and in expreſs Terms declares it to 
fenifie a Mixture; but alſo from ſeveral other 
paſſages in the Old Teſtament, where the Con- 
text determines it to this Senſe, and leaves the 
Signi fication indiſputable. Thus Hi. xiv. 2. 
E5Wwo MIDIDN commiſcebo eAgyptios. I will 
MINGLE the Egyprians, or ſet them one 
uber, as it is in the Engliſh Tranſlation. And 
again, 1/45. ix. 10. JOID N inimicos hujus comp 
miſcebit., he will UNITE his Enemies againſt 
him, or as it is ju the 11th Verſe of the Engliſh, 
he ſhall JOIN his Enemies together. And as a farther 
Proof of this Interpretation, we find a'mixed Mul- 
titude denoted: by the Word T& in Pal. vll. 5. 


terpreted a Mixture by the Sepruagint itſelf, in Pſal. 
cii. 10. 70 Y pw, Ih ww wie xraviur 


fe, haue ming lad my Drink with Weeying, ac- 


f 


Pſalm-will put the Matter out of Diſpute, where 
Py is render'd Kigzoue, which Kiezope 1 have 
before ſhewn to ſignifie a Mixture, p. 68. and have 


limony and Authority of Origer, p.18) 


next ; and here the Learned Anſwerer tells us, 


I that 


appear from the Original Text in the Hebrew, 


againſ# the 


But, which is more than all, this very Term is in- 


cording to the Engliſh; but if this plain Text 
fiou'd be controverted, the th Verſe of the lxxiv. 


#fterwards confirm'd that Signification by the Te- 


lreneus's Charge againſt the Ebiomtes comes 


—_—_— 
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+ that the Father's Words ars ly no means tightly 
tranſlated ;, but this Objection, being already an- 
ſwered, p- 23. & ſeq. I ſhall.proceed to the ſecond 
Reaſon urged againſt this Paſſage, which, is, that it 
was the Wine, not the Water, lrenæus argues for, And 
is not this eaſily accounted;for?- The Ebianites did 
not reject the Water, but the Wine, and there. 
fore needed no Argument where: they were altes 


dy convinced. But he obſerves farther, that t 
latter Part of the Sentence is adv ant ageouſiy omitted, 
vix · non recipientes Deum ad commixtionem ſu- 
am, not receiving God to their filled Cup, as he trans- 
ſlates it. Por, continues the Anſwerer, Irena 
here ſuggeſts that God was repreſented and conuey d by 
the Vine alone. The Father declar es that the Ehbios 
nites denied the Union of God with Man in Chriſt, 
and that for this very Reaſon they rejected the 
Wine, becauſe it repreſented God, or the Divine 
Nature, and made uſe of Water only, becauſe they 
acknowledged only his Manhood which that re- 
preſented. Now the Holy Scriptures informus 
that the Euchariſt was inſtituted-as..a Repreſents 
tion of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; for when he 
gave the Bread to his Diſciples, he ſaid, This iſ i 
o Dr, and when he gave them, the Cup, he faid, 
This is my BLOOD. But Jrenaus teſtifies that the 
Water repreſented the Humane Nature or Body 
of Chriſt, therefore the Water was Part of the la- 
ſtitution; for ſince Chriſt was both God and Man, 
that, which he inſtituted to repreſent him, muſt be 
a Symbol both of the Divine and Humane Nature; 
but Jrenæus declares the Wine to repreſent 
firſt, and the Water the latter; therefore he d 
clares the Wine and Water to be equally Ingre- 
dients of the Euchariſtical Cup, and equal Con- 
ſtituents of the Sacra mental Matter. 


a. as eat al. 8 
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their.(the Ebioniten) Cup, which our Author decl ares) | 
to habe conſiſted of Watey auly, commixtionem ſuam; 
a manifeſt Inſtamoe that he did nut nithn' ſo" mirh by 
I anſwer; that the laterpretation of cmmiatio to 
ſignifie a Mixture, is no other than what this Fa. 
ther himſelf has given us of that Word For he 
declares the Matter of that Commixtio to be Wine 
and Water, when he ſuys eh. rejelt the Commix⸗ 
tio of the Nine, and rethig "the Water , becauſe they 
cou'd- neither reject the oſe from the Cup, nor re- 
tain the other in it, unleſt horh had been there, 
and if both were there, then there was a Mixture. 
Nor is this Sig nification excluded by 'the calling 
the unmixed Ebionitiſu Cup Commi io. r th 3 
is done per Catachreſin, and is warranted by the 
Uſe of all Languages. Thus we ſpeak of the abo! 
lind Prieſthood of the Jews; as if it was une tin? 
guiſh'd, and call thoſe Prieſts that have to Com- 


if ; 


þ 
* 


an Inſtance of this Method of Expreſſion" aud has 
given the Foreign Presbyteria ns the glorious Ti- 
tle of r Refarmed Chure hen tho he knows they laid 
fide the Epiſcopal Authority, and with the Cor? 
ruptions of the Church reformed away Derr 
Epiphanius ſpeakiug of theſe ſame Ebionitet calls 
their Cup of Water tue Sactamental Cup; and 
yer, it; muſt be acknowledged, thats where an eſ= 
ſential Part of the Inſtitution ãs wanting, ſuch as 
the Wiae is allowed tobe, there there is lo Sacra- 
ment at all. Does it therefore follow, that Ey. 
phanius uſed the Word Sacamem to expreſs au 
thing different from the Euchariſt? So when Ire- 
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on. Nay, the Learned Anſwerer is himfelf 


[194] 


| wy calls the ſame CopCommixrio, he can no more 
be ſuppoſed to exclude the Mixture from that 


Term, than Epiphanius can be ſuppoſed to exclude 
the Euchariſt from the Word Sacrament, when he 
gives this Term to that which was no Euchariſt, 
In thor the Caſe is this: Epipbanivs calls the im- 
| dminiſtration of the Hereticks, a Sarre- 
ment, becauſe it was performed in Imitation & of 
the Catholick Solemnities, which were a Sacra- 
mem; and in the ſame Manner vrenaus calls their 
imperfect Cup, a Airtare, becauſe it was uſed in 


Imitation of the Euchariſt, where the Cup was mi» 
xed. From what has been ſaid, it plainly appears 
that this Father by .commizxto underſtands a Mix- 


ture of Wine and Water, and that, notwithſtand- 
ing he nſes the ſame Expreſſion of the unmixed 
Cup of the Hereticks; — is done only 


in Alluſion to the Ruchariſtical Cup, which they 


pretended to adminiſter; as we call the Half-Com- 
munion of the Romaniſts: a Participation'of the 82. 
crament, tho it is ao Sacrament without the Cup. 
For, as Jrenens ſays 3 the Ebionites reje#t the Mix- | 


ture of the Heavenly Mine, and only ihe uſe of Wa- 


ber, pot receiving God te their Mixture ; _ almoſt 
the ſame Words, we p44 the Romaniſts reject the 
Sacrament ai Cap, ke _ the Bread, 


not _ the Blocd 8 tf Chriſt fa their PIG 


ment; and yet we acknowledge at the ſame time, 


that the Bread is bat à Part of the Sacrament, as 
the Wajer is but a Part of the Mixture. As then 
ue expreſs the imperſect Adminiſtration of the 
Romaniſts by a Term, which carries in it the Idea 
of a compleat as uo 1 Treneus ren, 15 de- 


elan 3 e ee = , 


* Moree , 


ac xp MIMHEIN: * arte 
fective 


8 7h 


rr 


K * 
=. — CO 


1 
fective Cup of the Eb;onires an Appellation, which 
expreſſes the perfect Euchariſtick Cup: As we put 
the whole Inſtitution for à Part of it, ſo this Fa- 
ther puts the whole Cup for a Part of the Ingre- 


Clemens Alexandrinus comes next; but here 1 
mall referr the Reader to what I have ſaid upon 
his Teſtimony, p. 35. & ſeg. for this Gentleman 
has offer d nothing new upon the Argument, ex- 
cepting ſome Citations where our Saviour is ſaid 
to have taken Mine, and called it his Blood, &. but 
ither is this a new Objection, tho? it is the firſt 
Time it has been urged from this Father. For we | 
have before been told, that S. Cyprian and others 
have affirm'd the Wine to be the Blood of Ohriſt; 
and indeed he does affirm it in Terms fall as 
ſtrong as theſe produced from S. Clement : But, 
ſince I have ſhewn that he did not deſign to ex- 
clude the Water notwithſtanding that A ffirma- 

tion, I may be excuſed the Trouble of repeatin 
* and proving the ſame thing of 8. 
_ Clement. It is ſafficient that I have ſhewn him to 
be an unexceptionable Evidence for the Neceſſit 
of the Mixture, and that 1 have produced 8 
tire Teſtimony from him, which can never be ſet 
aſide by the Negative Reaſoning and Conjecture 
of our Author. STR Ys Chis 
To the many Quotations brought from 8. Cy- 
-prian, and the Argument that his Deſign was to 
rove the Neceſſity of theWine not of the Water, 
lanſwer, 1ſt, that he is to be interpreted in Con- 
ſiſtency with/himſelf, and 2dly, that his 
of pleading for the Wine cannot ſhew that he 
uſed the Term Water for a Gypher, or that he 
meant the direct Contrary of what he atteſts. 
And yet this muſt be the Caſe, if our Author's 
Objection has any Force. 15 S.Cyprian declares in 
| „ 2 
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3 
expreſs Terms, that Chriſt both by hi, PRACTIcE 
and COMMAND tavght that the Cup ſhould be mixed 
with WINE. and + WATER, and that neither 
WINE without WATER , nor WATER: withou 
WINE is the Cup of the Lord, but the MIXTURE 
of both * together, Now, I ſay, S. Cyprian, as all 
other Writers, muſt be interpreted agreeably. to 
himſelf, and a diſputed Paſſage by an indiſpytable 
Context. But the Learned Objector, in contradi- 
ction to the Cuſtom of all the World, heaps up a 
numerous Collection of doubtful Expreſſions 
againſt the cleareſt Sentences, and mniciplies tec 


4 


gative Arguments againſt Poſitive and determine 
Evidence. He makes his often mentioning not hing 
as belonging to the Cup but Wine, and calling that our 
Saviour || Blood, to be a Proof that he does not 
make Water of the Eſſence of the Cup, tho” he 
expreſly declares the contrary, and affirms it to 
be, equally enjoin'd by the laſtitution with the 
Wine, and, when he ſums up the Argument, (which 
by the by is the beſt Explanation of the foregoing 
' Piſcourſe) teſtifies, that the Cup which has not 
Water in it, as well as Wine, is not the Cup of 
the Lord. me is it yt A to ſay , et 
S. Cyprian in this Epiſtle expreſly requires to offer 
R 
uſed only as an Argument ad homiuem, and is le- 
velled at the Aquarii, who adminiſtred in unmixed 
Water, and thought one Part of the Cup a ſuffi- 
cient Obſervation of the Inſtitution. If any Part 
| Is to be omitted, ſays the Martyr, it ought to be 
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4 Calicem vero docuerit EXEMPLO MAGISTERII 
ſai, VINI & AQ conjunctione miſceri. Fpiſt. Lxiii. 
_ * Calix Domini non eſt AQUA SOLA, aut VINUM 
SOLU M, niſi UTRUMQUE ſibi MISCEATUR, Ibid. 
No ſufficient Reaſon, pag. 4. Id. ibid, 1 


». 


the Water; for gur Saviour changed the Water 
into Wine, not the Wine into Water, ſo that this 
very Myſtery may teach us rather to offer unmix- 
ed Wine ban unmixed Water in the Sacrißce, 
tho” indeed neither the Wine without the Water, 
nor the Water without the Wine is the Lord's 
Cup; and therefore the one cannot be offer d 
without the, other. This, I ſay, is plainly. the 
Martyr's Senſe, as appears from his own Declara- 
tion ſubjoin'd not mapy Lines after, vir. that is 
Santtifying the Cup of the; Lord neither WATER A.- 
LONE. nor WINE ALONE, CAM bent offer d. 
Abd thus much for S8. Cypri s. 
The, Learned Author of the Defence, had an- 
ſner'd the , Objection againſt Tradition, drawn 
from the Difference of the two Traditions gf Pope 
Vitor and the Aſiaticl Churches about keeping of 
Eaſter, by ſaying, that. me had greg Keaſon to be- 
lieve they were both true. But to this the, Anſwerer 
* replies , that the Queſtion was not about what the 
Apoſtles did, that is, whether both theſe. Tradi- 
tions proceeded from Apoſtolical Original or nor, 
but whether Traditian had ſettled this Matter ſo ſure- 
ly, as that no Contentions or Strifes aroſe about it. To 
which I anſwer, ift, that the Learned Objector has 
here miſrepreſented the Author he defends; for 
that Writer expreſly grounds his Argument upon 
the ſuppoſed Error of one of the different Tradi- 
tions, and gives this for a Reaſon why they cou'd 
not be both true, vis · becauſe he durſt not affirm thut 
the A 0 75 taught contrary to one || another, But 299, 
this Inſtance was produced by the Auſwerer, to ſhew 
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Sic autem in ſanctificando calice Domini offerri A. 
MA SOLA NON POTEST, quomodo nec vIN UM 
SOLUM POTEST. 14. ibid. 


No ſufficient Reaſon, 5. 66 || No Reaſon, pg. S. 
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that 8. Cyprian might be bst in His Tradition b db 
the * Mixture, which yet had been foreign to'the f > 
 Argameat, if that Gentleman had believed both WI 4 
Traditions to have been trüe. For how c 3 
prove a Miftake in 8. Cyprien , from Pope , 
and the Aaiel being nor miſtaken? or ahm i ,, 
the Poſſibility of an Error in Tradition, by prodn- WW «; 
cing an laſtance that was not erroneous? In; 7 
word, vhe Strifes and Contentions, that aroſe upon IN , 
the Es ntroverſy, are ſo far from being an IN th 
Objeckion to Tradition, that they prove and k: WM 
bliſhthe Certainty of it; for, the Primitive Chri- W 


ſtians cou'd never have contended for their Tra- 
ditions, if they had not been tenacious of them; 
nor cou'd the different Direction of the Apoſtle 
have been diſcoveredb, ut by a ſtri& Adherence of 
their reſpective Auditors to the Doctrine they re- 
ceived from them. If then the Primitive Church 
was fo ſtrictly careful of Apoſtolical Tradition, a 

to ftrive and contend in a Matter that did not af 
the Vitals of Religion, that related only to 
Time, and was but a circumſtantial Difference, 
can we imagine they wou'd be leſs ſolicitous for 
the Subſtance of Divine Worſhip, for the maſt ſo- 
lema AR of Chriſtian Devotion, and for the Force 
and Energy of the Sacramental Inſtitutidn? And 

yet we find no Srrife nor Cuntent ion, no Diſpute 
about the Enchariſtical Water, but the Practice 
uninterrupted, and the Doctrine nnoppoſed ; ſo 
that we may fairly conclude it of Divine Original 
For if they oppoſed an appearing circumſtantial 
Deviation from Apoſtolical Uſage, they wou 
certainly have oppoſed a Deviation from the Pre- 
| Qice of Chriſt himſalf, if the Uſe of the Water 

had been ſuch z but if the Water was mixed wid 
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the Wine at the in ſtivotion, it muſt be of e ual 


with it, decauſe we are com to: 
drink what Chriſt drunk, and cannot therefore 
diſpenſe with one fart of the Cup any more thun 
the other. 1 nn £25 
The Learned Objeftor: endeavours to/fer aide: 
the Evidence of the Talmmd concerning the Diſtia- 
dion of the Fuii of the Vine and the mm the 


Tree, by asking, — this be more authentich with | 


us, than aur avpre ſ Word ? But here 
the Reader may — — 5 „ that the Tal- 
md was not produced in oppoſition to our Sa- 
viour's Words, but a8 4 Proc. of their Meaning 
and Interpretation; and indeed to have made this 
Cueſtion ae” to the Poiat in Diſpute, our 
Author ought to have ſhewn, that our Lord had 
declared that he meant pure Wine by the Friit of 
the Vine; which yet is more than is pretended : 
And whereas he cites Dr. Prideana in the Margin 
2s declaring one of the Talnmds to be framei dur 
ef Dothyines faiſty' pretend te be brought . 
| Haven, he is again beſide the Queſtion'; for that 
very Aathor has in the ſame Nace declared in ſa- 
wur of the Jeruſalom Tuumud and the *Mſhnab, 
_ ſays he, our man Dr. Eight Tek | 
Weller quoted by the Reaſons ) bath" 

od Uſe ef, in ex Places of the Now 
eſtamome 9 7 — Phvaſts and Sayingt ont of them. 
For the one being compoſed about the one -bnndreH and 
fiſtirth Tear of our Lord, and the other about the three 
bndredth.the Idiom, Froberbial Sayings and Phrafedlo- 
gur uſed is our Saviowrs Thine, '1i . 
ſerved in them. And as for the other Tali, he 
n may in N uſeful to the 
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Ex planation of Scripture,. when he ſays, it nannot ſ⸗ 
WELL ſerve for that purpoſe as the Feruſalemſamud, 
Cc. befote mention d. In a word, whatever Cor- 
ruptions may have crept into the Talmudich Col 
lections, we have no Reaſon to ſuppoſe the Com. 
pilers miſtaken, when they teſtifie that to be 1 
Jewiſh Paſchai - Phraſe, which the Seriptures them - 

_ ſelves affirm our Lord, who was a jew, to have uſed 
at the Paſchal Feaſt; and e have as little Reaſdꝑ to 
imagine them erroneous in declaring that Expreſ- 
ſion to ſignifie a Mixture, when the Divine Wri⸗ 
tings teſtifie that it was ſpoken of the Euchsriſti- 
cal Cup, and the whole! Ancient Church declate 
that Cup to have been mixed 8o that we haue 
not the bare Evidence only of the Talmud, but all 
the Agreement of Circumſtances in the World to 
—— Truth of that Evidence, and nothing 
t private Interpretation and unſupported Con- 
jectur e to the contrary. i3(T 23175 24 213750 w hat 
But, contiaves | the Learned Anſierer, f. Cy: 
ſaſtom is directly againſt. the Talmud, aud declares 
that the, Fruit e the Vine was Wine without Mater: 
Now S. Ghryſoftom's Words are, Chriſt made Vie; 
of Wines he ſays of the-Fruit of the Vine: Bas the Vine 
e ion fot Water., The Father is argaing; 
gainſt ſome that made Uſe of mere Water;/ and; 
endeavours to con v ince them that our I. ord inſti- 
the Vine, Which, ſays he, does not produce Water 
but Wine. Here is not one Word of our Saviqur's' 
making uſe of mere Wine, or any thing from 
whengpwe can conclude that he meant Mine wit h. 
out Mater by the Fruit ofithe Hine. The whole Ar: 
gument, as I before obſerved, is leyelled againſt the 
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Hydroparaſts, or a Sect that uſed Water only ln the | 
Cup, and runs thus: If our Lord inſtituted Water 

without Wine, then the Vine muſt produce Wa- 

ter, for he calls his Inſtitution che Fruit of che Mus. | 
And is not this acknowledged by every body? ? 


The Compilers of the Talmud did not themſelves 

believe that the Vine produced Water but Wine 
and do therefore declare that the Cup of be Nui >. 
of the Vine had always Wine in ir. Where then is 
the Oppoſition between 8. Oryſeſtom and the Tu- 
mud ? Both agree in the Foundation of 8. Chry/o- 


fom's Argument, viz. that the Vins produces Wine 
not Water, and may therefore very well be both 
ſuppoſed © to agree in what is built upon that 
Foundation. As the Talmud acknowledges with 
8. Chryſoftom that the Fruit of the Vine is a Probf of 
the Uſe of Wine in the Cup, which was called by 
that Name, ſo S. Chryſoſtom may acknowledge with 
the Talmud that the ſame Fruit of the Vine is a 
Proof of the Mixture in the ſame Cup, For ſinee 
they agree in the Premiſſes, we can't ſuppoſe they 
differ in the Conſequence. OO (PG he 
To all the Objections coneerning the Comm. 
cating of Infants, I anſwer, that whether it be 
true or falſe Docttine, a neceſſary or indifferent 
Practice, it no ways affects the Communion or en- 
ters the Eſſence of Publick Worſhip, becauſe the 
Belief of it is neither way impoſed upon the Com- 
municants, but left to every one's diſcretionary 
judgment; and becauſe the Neglect of this pra- 
aice no ways intrenches upon the Matter of a 
Sacrament, or tauſes'a Deficiency in the Puhlick 
Devotion. Le e eee er 0 
e The Learned Anſmerer has argued pretty largely 
45 upon the Melchizedeckian Þ Type, and has endea- 
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vour'd to prove from S. Jerome, S. Athanaſius, and 
Euſebius, that the King of Salem offer d unmix'd 
Wine, tho' neither of them are at all ſerviceable 
to his Deſign. - For S. Jerome, in the very Paſſage 
produced by our Author, plainly oppoſes the ſims 
ple and pure Sacrifice of Bread and Wine, to the car- 
nal and bloody Sacrifices of the Jews zand tho? he 
does not mention Water in this and the other Paſ. 
ſages, cited by the Learned Objector, it is plain 
that he did not deſign to exelude it, becauſe him- 
ſelf in another Place tells us that our Lord mad: 
the Repreſentation of his Blood in the Cup, which wa 
MIXED with Wine and Water, So alſo S. Atha- 
naſius, tho” be calls the Wine Melchizedeck gave to 
Abraham duc lo and makes this a Type of the 
Uabloody <2:cifice, declares (as I have ſhewn 
p- 189.) the Euchariſtick Cup to be mixed with 
Water; beſides that I have before ſhewed, that 
the Wine's being called "Axegw , is no Proof 
of its being unmixed, becaule Origen and the 
Pſalmiſt do both of them acknawledge a Mix- 
ture in the ver: exedrs. And laſtly, Euſebiu 
does not call the Me{chiſedeckiar Bleſſing, Wine only, 
in excluſion of Water, but in oppoſition to the 
Svoiar gwpd)1x9), as appears from the Words imme- 
diately preceding our Author's Citation. W: 
don't read, ſays 4 that Melchiſedeck uſed any 
ch d,, or brutal Sacrifices, but that ht 
bleſſed Abraham with Bread and Wine only, that is, 
with the Sacrifice only of Bread and Wine, and 

not with the Oblation of Beaſts.  _ 
The Learned Defender had objected, that ac- 
cording to the Anſwerers Conſtruction of the 
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2 +. Formans Sanguinem ſuum in Calicem, Vino & Aqui 
mixtam. Comment. Ds Aieron. in Mars. c. 14, Jam. 5. 5. 916: 
„ Tru: 
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ter with the Wine, thus offering the 
fee, let him be depoſed, &c, | ſay, and mix Water 


= 


(207). 


Trulr Canon, the Definitive Part contradifted all 


the Reaſons for forming * it, &c. © In Anſwer to this 


we are asked, I here one Word of Exception againſt 
the Anſwerer's' Account of this Part of the Canon? 
Now, if it be any Exception to a Tranſlztion, that 
it interprets the Original into Inconſiſtency and 
Contradiction, makes the Preamble claſh with the 
Law, and the Decree bedeiiructive of the Reaſon 
upon which it is declared to be founded, then this 
Odjection is an unanfwerable Exception the 
Anſwerer's Conſtruction. Rut he ſabjoins, || 7 de- 
fre our Author to give a more exaft Tranſlation of the 
Wards than he has done. The Learned Defender has 
already given a much more exact Tranflation of 
the Paſſage, as he has interpreted it to a Conſiſten- 
cy with the other Parts of the Canon, and corro- 
borated his Interpretation by the Authorities of 
Balſamon, Zonaras, Ariſtumu and Coriolano: But of 
theſe Authoritios the Anſwerer has not thought 
fit to take any Notice, However, ſince he re- 
8 Literal Tranſlation, and wou'd have'the 
ords exactly render'd, as well as the Senſe, I ſhall 
endeavour to ſatisfie the Reader in this Point alſo. 
The Engliſh then of the decreeing Part of the Ca- 
non is this: If any Biſhop or Prieſt does not officiate 
according to the Apoſtles Appointment, and mix Ma- 
us offering the unblemiſhed Sacri- 


with the Wine, thus offering, becauſe nr aged ye 


and h aerdyoy expreſs the ſame thing, tho 


the latter comes nearer the Engliſh Idiom. Here. 
we ſee the Canon expreſly determining for the 


Mixture, without any Violence to Grammar: If - 


— 
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au/ To br Prieſt dves not officiate actording to th 
Apoſ. 133 and . that 15, i/ he does not 
51 iate and does not miæ; for the 4 couples the 
whole Sentence going before, the ui as well as 
any other Part of it. Thus we find the,s To 
ven of the fourth Commandment extended to 


every Branch of it by the Copulative, Thou, [rats © 
NOT do any Work, thou AND thy Son, that is, Thou 


ſhalt NOT do any Work, and thy Son. SHALL 
NOT do any Work, &c. As then the Conjunction 
unites the Negative to the different Parts of the 
Commandment, ſo it dbes the ſame to the diffe- 
rent Parts of the Canon; for this the Context and 
the Deſign of the Decree require... 
The Learned Anſwerer, proceeds in his Obje- 


tions, and endeayaurs.ta weaken the Evidence of 


the Trulan Synod, by. ſaying, that , twice two bun- 
dred Biſhops cannot lie for & Matter of Fatt done 
| fix hundred Years before any of them. were: born 

Now the Trullan Canon was cited as a corrobo- 
rating Teſtimony of the Uſe of the Sacramental 
Mixture, and as a Proof of the uninterrupted Con- 
tinuance of the Practice dom n to that Time. It 
was not offer'd to be conſider'd independently of 
the other Teſtimonies, but to be taken in Concur- 
rence with them: For ſince we find the Fathers 
of this Synod agreeing in their Evidence with the 
earlieſt Chriſtian Writers, we cannot but ſuppoſe 
their Teſtimony derived from the ſame Fountain; 
and ſince the Practice was convey'd down by Tra- 


dition, the Reaſon upon which that Practice was 


founded, muſt be believed to be convey d down 
by the ſame Tradition, till the contrary is ſhewn 
to be true, which has not yet been done; but this 
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they derlare to be the Divine EO of it, aud 
ſupport their wr e by the Authority of. 
8. James, S. Chryſoſtom, and S. Baſil. - 
But, ſays | the Learned Objector, & In the rety 

« next, Age was convened. the ſecond Council at 
«* Nice,, which taught the Honour paid to our 
« Bleſſed Saviour's Image to terminate in him- 
« ſelf; and pleaded for it the Traditions, of the A. 
c ' poſtles and Fathers, and the Declarations of the Ho- 
« ly Oracles 5 And is this Inſtance an 
*. Deir to. the Teſtimony of the 2 
lan Bi ? It ſhews indeed, that theſe mi 

as well as 455 Nicene Synod, (and no po oy 
them infallible ) but it Ades not by any 2255 
ſbew that they did. The Determination of the 
Second Council at Nice was direQly oppoſite to 
the Scriptures and the Pradice of the Ancient 
Church, which cannot be ſaid of that of Tral, 
which is exactly agreeable to both. Thr one has 
all the Probability ang; Preſumption of Truth in 
the World; but the other is a glarin Ettor, and 
ſpeaks its own Ini The firſt, is ſupport- 
ed by ancient a iverſal, Conſent; . but the 
other ſtands alone, and has no Firſelf to 
recommend it. In a word, the loſtances are 5 
poſite to one another, As. . Antiquity, - 


and Diſagreement, ; and the ſame Rule tha 
the Second Council of Nice to have cotrup ed the 
Faith, recommends the Trulau Determitmation, 
and frees. it from the Charge of. Miſtake; far, as 
the Contrarlety of the former to the 1 70 Pra- 


Rice diſcovers its, ade to be Half e, 1o the 


dry 5 


Harmony and Ae .of the eng with Pri- 
mitive and Click octtine ſt render its 
Teſtimony — eee 


To 
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I0 the Diſtinction concerning the Fruit of the 
Pins and of the Tree, the Learned Objector replies, 
* If a Jew might perform his Duty in an unmix'd Cup, 
why may not a Chriſtian perform his in like Manner 
I anſwer, our Saviour did not ſettle the Sacrament 
upon a Reſemblance with the Cup of the Fruit of 
the Tree, but with the Cup of the Fruit of the Vine, 
which by the Teſtimony of the Talmud was never 
unmix d; I ſay, our Saviour inſtitured the Cup of 
the Frait of the Vine,but that Cup was always mix- 
ed, therefore the inſtituted Cap was always to 
de mixed alſo. Where then is the invincible” Rubh 
our Author ſpeaks of? The Neceſſity of the Mix- 
ture was not inferr'd from the Jewiſh Practice, but 
from out Lord's Injunction and Command: That 
vas urged only in Proof of the Fact, and in Ex- 
planation of our Saviour's Words, For, ſince 
Chriſt ſpoke the. Paſchal! Language, his Words 
muſt be interpreted in à Paſchal. Senſe ; but ne 
can no more inferr the No-Neceſſity of the Eu- 
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chariſtical Mixture from that of the Paſchal, than M 5 
we can argue that our Lord inſtituted four Cups, p 
becauſe the Jews conſecrated that Number at the 1 
Paſchal Celebration. l 


But, ſays the Learned Anſwerer, the Diſtia- 
ion of the Fruit of the Vine aud of the Tree is un- 
accountable and impertinent, Now, tho' every 
thing that is thonght diſagreeable to the Engliſh 
Dialect, is not unacconntable in other Languages, 
and tho' therefore it may ſuffice to have ſhewn 
that this Diſtinction was really uſed by the Jep,; 
yet for the Satisfaction of che Reader, I ſhall en- 
deavour to make it appear, that there is no Im- 
propriety nor Impertinence in either Part of the 
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Diſtinction, but that both are warranted by the 
common Method of Expreſſion in all Languages. 


And firſt for the Fruit of the Tree. The Vine is 


certainly a Tree, and therefore the Fruit of the Vine 
is the Fruit of the Tree ; conſequently there is no 
Impertinence in calling pure Wine the Fruit of the 
Tree, for this is only expreſſing the Species hy the 
Genus, and is no more than is done by Virgil him- 
ſelf, + who for Fortitudo writes Virtus, and. for 
Equus, Quadrupes. And thus, to inſtance in our 
own Language, we call the Thames the River, and 


London the Town, tho? the one is but a particular 


River, and the other a particular Town, as the 
Vine is a particular Tree. As for the ſecond Part 
of the Diſtinction, the Fruit of the V ine, that alſo 
may be ſupported by numerous Inſtances, as it is 
only expreſling the Whole by a Part, and calling 
the Cup by the Name of one of the Ingredients. 


But for this, it may be ſufficient to obſerve, that 


we are told in the * As of the Apoſtles, that there 
were added unto the Church about three thouſand 
SOULS, where the Soul is put for the entire Com- 


- poſition of Soul and Body, one Part of Man for 
the whole Perſon. Thus | have endeavour'd to ac- 


Fan i. $4 5-4 9 "ID FR AY * LR 4 bak "5 " » tpn "oY N n x 1 4 P 
YL : © = "RC = 4 nn « Jab 2 3 7 "RET, £ * 9 R A TIF" 3 2 8 0 1 1 2 * 4 

7 RE NS D IX Aa ey — + Soba ww . 9 ä "on „ TE © *% 4 1 8 
* 1 2 "EE 2 Wo 17 - 22 N n 4 * 1 2 * N Ny 2 * 14 3 3 os n 2 

+ * * '3 * r * * * 5 r , 4 2 


1 208 3 
ven d Brend. To this the Learned Anſwerer u mal 


go br babes many Objections, of which I ſhall not Trow 
ble the Reader with a particular Examination, bb 
cauſe it no ways affects the Merits of the Cauſe; 
Whether our Saviour ufed leaven d or unleaven 
Bread, that being nombre than a Circamſtanih; 
and no ways parallel to the Mixture; for, as I have 
before * obſerved, Leaven d Bread has the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread, tho' Wine has not the Subſtance 
of the mix'd Cup, and the former is authorized 
the Practice of the Ancient Church, tho? undilutel 
Wine is an unprecedented Uſage, and direcly c 
poli ite to the Doctrine of the Primitive Chriſtians, 
Having thus conſider'd the moſt formidable Ob. 
Jections againſt the Neceſſity of the Euchariftical 
Mixture,and having vindicated the Tradition pro- 
duced in Defence of it from the Charge of Nay 1 
and Interruption; I ſhall only obſerve, that th 
remaining Objections are generally ſuch, as fate 
Already anſwer'd in the former Part of this Tre. 
tiſe, ſuch as are obviated in the Courſe of the an 
gument, or ſuch as are merely Perſonal, and n 
ways relate to the Merits of the Cauſe ; and con- 
clude with S. Ciprian, that it is moſt axrecablets i 
Re verencs for Chriſt's Inſtitutions, and to the Place « 
"Office of our Priefthood, to abide by the Rule which 
hath ſet us in the MIXTURE wht Oblation of his Cup; 
and to reform upon Divine Admonition (or upon Goch 
inſtructing us by his Servants, the Primitive 8. 
neſſes of his Doctrine) the Error into which fome' 
late have fallen; that fo, when be ſhall rome in his 
rious Majeſty, he may. find s abiding by what hie ha 
directed, obſerving what he hath eker, and prof Fun 
what he proflifed. CU GE IAL 


cd. — = * — — 1 —— r . 1 
——ů— — — — 
* 


+ Page 4. Ire II. — 


The E N D. : 


